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C-1 Minutes, March 12, 2007

 

C-2 Commitment to Principles of Desegregation Settlement Agreement: Report on the 
Execution of the Implementation Plan

 * By the Court Order of December 1, 1993, the Department of Education is required to file a monthly Project 

Management Tool to the court and the parties to assure its commitment to the Desegregation Plan. This report 

describes the progress the ADE has made since March 15, 1994, in complying with the provisions of the 

Implementation Plan (Plan) and itemizes the ADE's progress against the timelines presented in the Plan. Process * In 

April, the report emphasizes the following: 1. Summary of the PMT for March.

C-3 Newly Employed, Promotions and Separations

 The applicant data from this information is used to compile the Applicant Flow Chart forms for the Affirmative Action 

Report, which demonstrates the composition of applicants through the selecting, hiring, promoting and terminating 

process.  The information is needed to measure the effectiveness of our recruitment, hiring and promotion efforts and is 

in conformity with federal government guidelines, which require us to compile statistical information about applicants for 

employment.

C-4 Report of Waivers to School Districts for Teachers Teaching Out-of-Area for 
Longer than Thirty (30) Consecutive Days, Act 1623 of 2001

 Act 1623 of 2001 requires local school districts to secure a waiver when classrooms are staffed with unlicensed 

teachers for longer than 30 days.  Waiver requests were received from 46 districts covering a total of 133 positions.  

None of these requests were from a district in academic distress.  These requests have been reviewed by Department 

staff and are consistent with program guidelines.

C-5 Review of Loan and Bond Applications

 Pursuant to Arkansas Code Annotated (A.C.A.) § 6-20-805 and A.C.A. § 6-20-1205, the State Board of Education must 

approve all Revolving Loan Fund and Commercial Bond applications, with the exception of non-voted refundings of 

commercial bond issues that meet the minimum savings as required by the Rules and Regulations Governing Loan 

and Bond Applications, Section 9.02. 



C-6 Consideration of Waivers From Standards for Accreditation for Dumas School 
District as a Result of Damage of a Tornado on February 24, 2007.

 Dumas School District is requesting an exemption of four days from the 178 student-teacher interaction days due to the 

February 24, 2007, tornadoes, which the school district and the community of Dumas experienced.  Due to the 

physical, mental devastation, and the extreme conditions that the February 24th tornadoes caused, the district's 

requests for an exemption from administering the ITBS for students in grades K-8, for a waiver of inclusion of their 

Benchmark scores in the state scores, and for a waiver of AYP designation for the 2006-2007 school year were 

granted.  However, because the remaining request is a waiver of Rules Governing the Standards for Accreditation of 

Arkansas Public Schools and School Districts, the request for an exemption of four days from the 178 student-teacher 

interaction days requires the consent and approval of the State Board of Education.

 Action Agenda

A-1 Continuation of Hearing of Conversion Charter School Application and ADE 
Review: Mount Grove Preparation Academy – Texarkana Arkansas School District, 
Texarkana, AR

 Mount Grove Preparatory Academy is a proposed Conversion Charter School to be located within the Texarkana 

Arkansas School District in Texarkana, Arkansas. The sponsoring entity on the application is the Texarkana Arkansas 

School District. Students in grades K-8 would be served with a proposed enrollment of 162 students.   In the March 

meeting, the State Board of Education conditionally approved the charter for this school. The State Board of Education 

requested the school to provide more information regarding the financial and legal arrangements between the 

Texarkana Arkansas School District and the Mount Grove Baptist Church.   Arkansas Department of Education 

representatives met with the Mount Grove Baptist Church and the Texarkana School District representatives on 

Wednesday, March 21, 2007, to discuss the financial legalities, as well as the legal arrangements between the two 

partnering entities.   The applicant is requesting to be granted a Conversion Charter from the State Board of Education. 

A-2 Review of Open-Enrollment Charter School: Focus Learning Academy, Conway, 
AR 

 Focus Learning Academy is a K-6 Open-Enrollment Charter located in Conway, Arkansas. The State Board approved 

the charter for Focus Learning Academy in 2003. Since that time, the school’s student population has declined.   On 

March 9, 2007, Mr. Leroy McClure, Director of Focus Learning Academy, contacted the Arkansas Department of 

Education (ADE) concerning Focus Learning Academy’s future.   Mr. McClure will be present to discuss the future of 

Focus Learning Academy. 

A-3 Review of Request for Conversion Charter School Amendment: Academic Center 
of Excellence, Osceola School District, Osceola, AR.

 The Academic Center of Excellence Conversion Charter School, located in the Osceola School District was granted a 

charter by the State Board of Education on March 12, 2002, and expires on June 30, 2008. Currently, this Conversion 

Charter School serves grades 1-9 with an enrollment of 235 students.   The Arkansas Department of Education has 

received a request from the Osceola Public Schools to approve the addition of 10th grade with an increase of 25 

students. Their local School Board approved this request on January 8, 2007.   Copies of the supporting documentation 

have been included for review by the Board.   The applicant is requesting that the State Board of Education grant the 

addition of 10th grade. 

A-4 Review of Request for Amendment to Charter of KIPP Delta College Preparatory, 
Open Enrollment Charter School, Helena, AR 

 
KIPP Delta College Preparatory School (KIPP) is an open enrollment charter school that began operation in the Fall of 

2002.  KIPP is requesting to add grades 8-12 to the Charter.  The renewal charter issued to KIPP on June 5, 2005, 



which is effective until June 30, 2008, authorized KIPP to serve grades 5-7, with an approximate enrollment of 172 

students.  

   

In its renewal petition in 2005, KIPP stated that it would like to request the ability to expand its charter to include a high 

school serving grades 9-12.  Minutes from the March 14, 2005, State Board of Education meeting indicate that KIPP 

would be drafting a formal plan to expand to include grades 9-12.  The maximum number of students that KIPP would 

seek to enroll under this amendment is 300.  The information in support of KIPP's requested charter amendment is 

attached.

A-5 Renewal of Open-Enrollment Charter School Application: Academics Plus Charter 
School, Maumelle, AR

 Academics Plus Charter School is an Open-Enrollment Charter School located on 900 Edgewood Drive, Maumelle, 

Arkansas. The Academics Plus Charter School serves students in grades 3-12 with a current enrollment of 346 

students. The charter was first granted in 2004 and it expires June 30th, 2007.  

   

The Academics Plus Charter School Board approved the proposed renewal of the charter.  

   

Staff members from several Sections of the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) have reviewed the renewal 

application and have submitted reports regarding monitoring of the school. Copies of the renewal application and the 

ADE report have been included for review by the Board.  

   

The applicant is requesting renewal of their charter. 

A-6 Renewal of Open-Enrollment Charter School Application: Lisa Academy, Little 
Rock, AR 

 Lisa Academy is an Open-Enrollment Charter School located on 21 Corporate Hill Drive, Little Rock, Arkansas. The 

Lisa Academy serves students in grades 6-10 with a current enrollment of 362 students. The charter was first granted 

in 2004 and expires June 30th, 2007.   The Lisa Academy School Board approved the proposed renewal of the charter 

on December 13, 2006.   Staff members from several Sections of the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) have 

reviewed the renewal application and have submitted reports regarding monitoring of the school. Copies of the renewal 

application and the ADE report have been included for review by the Board.   The applicant is requesting renewal of 

their charter.

A-7 Renewal of Open-Enrollment Charter School Application: Arkansas Virtual School, 
Little Rock, AR

 Arkansas Virtual School is an Open-Enrollment Charter School located in Little Rock, Arkansas. Their charter was first 

approved by the State Board on October 12, 2003. The charter was granted on January 28, 2004, and expires June 15, 

2007.  

   

Dr. Kenneth James, Commissioner of Education, notified the Arkansas Virtual Academy on June 17, 2005, that 

pursuant to current Arkansas law, Act 2131 of the 85th Arkansas General Assembly, the Department is prohibited from 

funding the Arkansas Virtual Academy open enrollment charter school from state monies for the time period July 1, 

2005, through June 30, 2007. The Arkansas Virtual School’s charter was not revoked and therefore remained with the 

ARVA even though it could not be funded by state monies at that time.  

   

The Arkansas Virtual School Board approved the proposed renewal of the charter.  

   

Staff members from several Sections of the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) have reviewed the renewal 



application and have submitted reports regarding monitoring of the school. Copies of the renewal application and the 

ADE report have been included for review by the Board.  

   

The applicant is requesting renewal of their charter. 

A-8 Consideration of Petition Letters from Lead Hill and Dollarway School Districts 
Requesting Removal From Fiscal Distress Status

 Lead Hill and Dollarway School Districts were classified as being in Fiscal Distress in April 2005.  Both districts have 

implemented comprehensive Fiscal Distress Financial Improvement Plans.  The Department has provided technical 

assistance and has reviewed the plans, the annual financial reports, district budgets, and APSCN reports.  Final site 

visits were conducted in these districts in March 2007.  

 

  Recommendations:    

The Department is certifying that Lead Hill and Dollarway School Districts have corrected all criteria for being classified 

as being in Fiscal Distress and have complied with all Department recommendations and requirements for removal 

from Fiscal Distress.  

   

A.C.A. § 6-20-1908(c), provides:  

A school district in Fiscal Distress may only petition the State Board of Education for removal from Fiscal Distress 

status after the Department has certified in writing that the school district has corrected all criteria for being classified as 

being in Fiscal Distress and has complied with all Department recommendations and requirements for removal from 

Fiscal Distress.  Attached are the letters from Lead Hill and Dollarway School Districts petitioning the State Board for 

removal from Fiscal Distress status.  

   

The Board is requested to accept and approve these petitions in compliance with A.C.A. § 6-20-1908(c), which requires 

a District in Fiscal Distress to petition the State Board of Education for removal from Fiscal Distress status after the 

Department has certified in writing that the school district has corrected all criteria for being classified as in Fiscal 

Distress and has complied with all Department recommendations and requirements for removal from Fiscal Distress. 

A-9 Review and Consideration of the 2006 Arkansas School Performance Report 
(Report Card) 

 
The Arkansas Department of Education is pleased to provide the 2006 Arkansas School Performance Report (Report 

Card).  This publication contains detailed statistical information about public schools in Arkansas. The purpose of the 

Arkansas School Performance Report is to generally improve public school accountability, to provide benchmarks for 

measuring individual school improvement, and to empower parents and guardians of children enrolled in Arkansas 

public schools by providing them with the information to judge the quality of their schools. The Arkansas Department of 

Education annually publishes a school performance report for each individual public school in the state, and distributes 

the report to every parent or guardian of a child in kindergarten through grade twelve (K-12) in the public schools of 

Arkansas.  The annual school performance report is based on reliable statistical information uniformly required to be 

collected and submitted by each local school district to the department, published in a format that can be easily 

understood by parents or guardians who are not professional educators, and distributed to the parents or guardians of 

children enrolled in the public schools via the postal service. Individual school reports are also made available via the 

Internet. Statistical information in the Arkansas School Performance Report is organized into the following seven 

essential accountability indicators:  

1. ACHIEVEMENT  

2. ACCESS  



3. RETENTION  

4. DISCIPLINE  

5. DEMOGRAPHICS  

6. CHOICE  

7. ECONOMIC  

What’s new in the 2006 Arkansas School Performance Report (Report Card) is attached as a separate document.    By 

Arkansas Statues § 6-15-1401-1402, the Arkansas Department of Education shall issue the annual school performance 

report no later than March 15 of each school year.              

A-10 Consideration of Technical Documentation Act 35 School Performance Rating 
System

 Unlike previous school accountability statues in Arkansas, this legislation places an emphasis on growth and 

longitudinal data. This focus is consistent with recent national trends in school accountability wherein there is general 

agreement that not only are the absolute levels of student performance important, but the amount of growth students 

experience in schools is also an important part of an overall plan for holding schools accountable.  Act 35, therefore, 

stipulates that measures of both growth and performance be used to make school accountability determinations in 

Arkansas.  This document is concerned with the development of the performance or status component of the Arkansas 

school accountability program. 

A-11 Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 
Employment with the Norphlet School District – Angela Smith

 Ms. Smith was convicted of Felony Hot Check on January 18, 2005.  This is a disqualifying offense for employment 

with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(b)(1).  The Norphlet School 

District was notified of Ms. Smith’s ineligibility on March 9, 2007.  A request for a waiver was submitted on March 21, 

2007, pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f).  

   

Ms. Smith received a positive recommendation from the Superintendent of the NorphletSchool District and has no other 

convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Ms. Angela Smith with the stipulation that she be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) year 

from the granting of this waiver during which time she must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a conviction 

with, any disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-12 Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 
Employment with the Camden Fairview School District – Joy Scott

 Ms. Scott was convicted of Domestic Battering – 3rd Degree on Mary 18, 2004.  This is a disqualifying offense for 

employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(2)(A).  The 

Camden Fairview School District was notified of Ms. Scott’s ineligibility on October 26, 2006.  Ms. Scott submitted a 

request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on November 1, 2006.  

   

Ms. Scott received a positive recommendation from the Superintendent of the Camden Fairview School District and has 

no other felony or disqualifying convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Ms. Joy Scott with the stipulation that she be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) year from 

the granting of this waiver during which time she must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a conviction with, any 



disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-13 Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 
Employment with the Mountainburg School District – Mary Thurman

 Ms. Thurman was convicted of Felony Manufacturing, Delivery or Possession of Marijuana on August 2, 1994.  This is 

a disqualifying offense for employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 

6-17-414(b)(13).  The Mountainburg School District was notified of Ms. Thurman’s ineligibility on March 9, 2007.  Ms. 

Thurman submitted a request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on March 16, 2007.  

   

Ms. Thurman received a positive recommendation from the Superintendent of the Mountainburg School District and 

has no other convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Ms. Mary Thurman with the stipulation that she be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) year 

from the granting of this waiver during which time she must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a conviction 

with, any disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-14 Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 
Employment with the Gravette School District – Molly Greer

 Ms. Greer was convicted of Endangering the Welfare of a Minor – 2nd Degree on October 14, 2003.  This is a 

disqualifying offense for employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-

17-414(b)(26).  The Gravette School District was notified of Ms. Greer’s ineligibility on March 9, 2007.  Ms. Greer 

submitted a request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on March 19, 2007.  

   

Ms. Greer received a positive recommendation from the Superintendent of the Gravette School District and has no 

other convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Ms. Molly Greer with the stipulation that she be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) year 

from the granting of this waiver during which time she must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a conviction 

with, any disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-15 Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 
Employment with the Lake Hamilton School District – Peter Palmer

 Mr. Palmer was convicted of Felony Theft on January 7, 1961.  This is a disqualifying offense for employment with a 

school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(1).  The LakeHamiltonSchool 

District was notified of Mr. Palmer’s ineligibility on December 11, 2006.  Mr. Palmer submitted a request for a waiver 

pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on December 19, 2006.  

   

Mr. Palmer received a positive recommendation from the Assistant Superintendent of the LakeHamiltonSchool District, 

at the direction of the Superintendent, and has no other convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Mr. Peter Palmer with the stipulation that he be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) year 

from the granting of this waiver during which time he must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a conviction with, 

any disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-16
Request for Approval of Stipulated Agreement of Waiver Request for Non-Certified 



Employment with the Gravette School District – Sarah Lancaster

 Ms. Lancaster was convicted of Domestic Battering – 3rd Degree on June 20, 2003.  This is a disqualifying offense for 

employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(2)(A).  The 

Gravette School District was notified of Ms. Lancaster’s ineligibility on March 9, 2007.  Ms. Lancaster submitted a 

request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on March 21, 2007.  

   

Ms. Lancaster received a positive recommendation from the Superintendent of the Gravette School District and has no 

other convictions.     

   

Based on the afore-mentioned circumstances, the Arkansas Department of Education recommends that a waiver be 

granted to Ms. Sarah Lancaster with the stipulation that she be placed on probationary status for a period of one (1) 

year from the granting of this waiver during which time she must not be convicted of, or charged resulting in a 

conviction with, any disqualifying offense pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414.  

A-17 Hearing on Waiver Request for Non-Certified Employment with the Little Rock 
School District – James Adams

 Hearing on Waiver Request for Non-Certified Employment with the Little RockSchool District – James Adams  

   

Mr. Adams was convicted of Theft by Receiving and Theft of Property on February 4, 1981.  This is a disqualifying 

offense for employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(1).  

The Little RockSchool District was notified of Mr. Adams’ ineligibility on June 26, 2006.  Mr. Adams submitted a request 

for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on January 18, 2007. 

A-18 Hearing on Waiver Request for Certified Teacher’s License – Joseph Sean Cornell

 Mr. Cornell was convicted of Burglary Second Degree on January 25, 1990.  This is a disqualifying offense for a 

certified teacher’s license pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-410(e)(2)(A).  Mr. Cornell was notified of the denial of his 

application for a certified teacher’s license on February 13, 2007.  On February 20, 2007, Mr. Cornell submitted a 

request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-410(d).   

A-19 Hearing on Waiver Request for Non-Certified Employment with the Lake Hamilton 
School District – Raymond Thomas

 Mr. Thomas was convicted of Burglary 2nd Degree on November 21, 1961.  This is a disqualifying offense for 

employment with a school district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(1).  The 

LakeHamiltonSchool District was notified of Mr. Thomas’ ineligibility on December 11, 2006.  Mr. Thomas submitted a 

request for a waiver pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on February 13, 2007. 

A-20 Hearing on Revocation of Certified Teacher’s License – Kelli Hogue

 
Ms. Hogue currently holds a standard five-year license valid until December 31, 2009.  On January 4, 2007, Ms. Hogue 

applied to add the area of secondary math to her license.  As is required for adding a licensure area, Ms. Hogue 

submitted a copy of her Praxis test results indicating a passing score for the math portions.  Upon review, ADE 

licensure personnel questioned the validity of the test results and Ms. Hogue submitted an original score report on 

January 5, 2007.  When ADE licensure personnel again questioned the validity of the results due to the appearance of 

the report, Ms. Hogue withdrew her application for adding a licensure area on January 5, 2007.  ADE personnel 

contacted ETS who advised on January 11, 2007, that Ms. Hogue had not taken the math portions of the Praxis test.  

Therefore, the information submitted by Ms. Hogue on January 4, 2007, and January 5, 2007, indicating that she had 

taken and passed the math portions of the Praxis test appears to be false information.  Pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-

17-410(e)(2)(I), the State Board may revoke the license of any person who knowingly submits or provides false or 



misleading information to the Department of Education.  Ms. Hogue was employed at the North Little Rock School 

District until her resignation in January of 2007.  Ms. Hogue was notified of the recommendation for revocation of her 

Arkansas teacher’s license and of her right to a hearing before the State Board on March 1, 2007. 

A-21 Committee Report: NASBE Membership

 At the March State Board meeting, the Chair requested that the committee studying possible NASBE membership 

continue its work and bring additional information for consideration by the Board.

A-22 Hearing on Waiver Request for Non-Certified Employment with the South Central 
Service Cooperative – Tami Wayne (Tabled from March 12, 2007, SBE Meeting)

 Ms. Wayne was convicted of Felony Theft on July 8, 1999.  This is a disqualifying offense for employment with a school 

district as a non-certified employee pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(g)(1).  The South Central Service 

Cooperative was notified of Ms. Wayne’s ineligibility on August 15, 2006.  Ms. Wayne submitted a request for a waiver 

pursuant to Ark. Code Ann. § 6-17-414(f) on August 28, 2006. 
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Chapter One

Accountability in Arkansas Public Education

The public demand to hold educators accountable for student learning, which perhaps

accelerated with the publication of the report by Education Commission of the States (1983)

“Action for excellence: A comprehensive plan to improve our nation’s schools” ( also known as

“A Nation at Risk”) by Terrel H. Bell, then U.S. Secretary of Education, has evolved

substantially over the past two decades. Many state legislatures have now passed laws

mandating accountability for schools and school systems. The programs developed in

accordance with these legal mandates often entail both sanctions and rewards. Schools where

students exceed performance expectations are typically rewarded, and those where performance

falls short of expectations are subject to potentially crippling sanctions. Typically, schools and

school districts receive labels to reflect their accomplishments or lack thereof. These “official”

labels are a concern for educators because they carry significant consequences for the public,

policy makers, and the broader educational community. To guarantee fairness for students, to

foster instructional validity, and to strengthen common educational expectations, states must

adopt specific content and performance standards for what is to be taught in schools and how this

is to be reflected in statewide assessment programs. Performance standards, proficiency level

descriptors, alignment, annual yearly progress, etc. are commonly discussed in contemporary

educational literature and discourse.

Like many other states, Arkansas has experienced many initiatives designed to improve

its public education system. The current effort, however, is uniquely comprehensive. Act 35,

which was enacted by the Second Extraordinary Session of the 84 th General Assembly in 2003

mandates that the Arkansas State Board of Education (SBE) accomplish the following:

 adopt content standards which reflect what students know and should be able to do;

 develop a criterion-referenced test (CR) which is externally linked to a national norm and

vertically scaled for use in grades 3 through 8;

 establish a system, based on student outcomes on the CR tests, which includes rewards

and sanctions and holds schools and districts accountability for student performance; and
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 adopt a plan for giving students attending underperforming schools the option to transfer

to more productive schools.

Unlike previous school accountability statues in Arkansas, this legislation places an

emphasis on growth and longitudinal data. This focus is consistent with recent national trends in

school accountability wherein there is general agreement that not only are the absolute levels of

student performance (i.e., “status”) important, but the amount of growth students experience in

schools is also an important part of an overall plan for holding schools accountability. Act 35,

therefore, stipulates that measures of both growth and performance be used to make school

accountability determinations in Arkansas. This document is concerned with the development of

the performance or status component of the Arkansas school accountability program. The

Arkansas effort to measure student academic growth by tracking cohort groups across time is not

discussed herein.

The Arkansas Comprehensive Assessment Program

Act 35 mandated significant changes in the assessment program in Arkansas. The new

program, to be identified as the Arkansas Comprehensive Assessment Program, requires state

criterion-referenced tests in “reading and writing literacy, and mathematics” in grades 3 through

8. These tests are referred to as the “Benchmark exams.”

Implementation of Act 35 required extensive work by the officials at the Arkansas

Department of Education (ADE). To facilitate the overall process, the Department formed two

Technical Advisory Committees, one focusing on statewide assessment issues

(TAC/Assessment) and the other on educational accountability issues (TAC/Accountability).

Members of the latter group are listed in Table 1.

With content changes and the addition of a number of grades in the new testing program,

a new standard setting was conducted to set or reset the cut scores for all Benchmark exams in

mathematics and literacy. The new standard setting was conducted in summer 2005 by
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TABLE 1: Members of the TAC/Accountability

Dr. William J. Brown, Brownstar, Inc. (also a member of TAC/Assessment)

Dr. Thomas H. Fisher, Fisher Education Consulting, LLC

Dr. Huynh Huynh, University of South Carolina (also a member of TAC/Assessment)

Dr. Eugene Kennedy, Louisiana State University

Dr. Robert Kennedy, University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences

Dr. Roger Trent, Trent Consulting (also a member of TAC/Assessment)

Measurement Incorporated and Questar (Authors, 2005). Upon recommendation for acceptance

by the TAC/Assessment (Huynh, 2005), the standards were finally approved by the Arkansas

State Board of Education. These standards have been used in student reports starting with the

spring 2005 test administration.

In addition to structural changes in the program, the new program requires vertical scales

for the Benchmark exams. The tests used in the previous assessment program measured the

status of students relative to performance expectations at different grades. The growth of

students across grades was not reflected in the assessment program. Relatedly, school

accountability determinations were based on comparisons of outcomes for different cohorts of

students across years for given grades. The new assessment program requires that the

Benchmark tests be vertically scaled across grades 3 through 8. If a vertical scale is available,

the performance of a student as a 3rd grader can be compared to his/her performance as a 4th

grader and a judgment made about the amount of growth in learning.

Vertical scales present many technical challenges (Kolen & Brennen, 2004) and their use

with criterion-referenced tests only add complications because of the grade specific restrictions

on content domains to be measured by the tests. The vertical scale for the Benchmark tests was

constructed in 2005 by Measurement Incorporated (MI) (Bunch, 2005). The TAC/Assessment

recommended acceptance of the MI vertical scale in early 2006 (Huynh, 2006), and the ADE

started to use the vertical scale in score reporting starting with the spring 2006 testing.
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School Accountability

Under the requirements of Act 35, the ADE is required to produce an annual report that

will classify each school as being in one of five status categories based on performance outcomes

on the criterion-referenced benchmark examinations. These categories (levels) and their

associated labels are:

Level 1: Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement

Level 2: Schools on Alert

Level 3: Schools Meeting Standards

Level 4: Schools Exceeding Standards

Level 5: Schools of Excellence.

Individual schools in Arkansas will not be assigned performance labels during the period 2004-

05 through 2008-09, unless the school specifically request that this be done.

The timeline for implementation of the new annual performance school rating system

required by Act 35 is as follows:

Summer 2005

 prepare initial School Performance Rating System

 develop vertical scale for the criterion-referenced tests (CRT)

 set performance standards for the CRT

 link CRT performance standards to national norms

 report initial results of the CRT in grades 3, 5 and 7

2005-06 School Year

 report spring 2005 test results against newly adopted standards for grades 3

through 8

 administer the new tests in grades 3 to 8 in spring 2006
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Summer 2006

 Report results for grades 3 to 8 against newly adopted standards

 Prepare 2006 School Performance Rating System

Purpose of Report

This report describes the procedures used to develop the index and performance standards

used to classify schools into one of the five status performance categories as described in Act 35.

Chapter 2 describes the creation of the index, Chapters 3 and 4 describe the standard setting

process. Chapter 5 provides some major technical characteristics of the performance index and

the category classification. Finally, Chapter 6 presents the overall results and decisions of

deliberations by the Arkansas State Board of Education. This report does not describe the

procedures used by Arkansas to meet the accountability requirements of the No Child Left

Behind Act of 2001. Act 35 and NCLB have somewhat different system requirements.

Contributors to this Report

The first draft of this report was written jointly by three TAC/Accountability members,

Drs. Huynh Huynh, Eugene Kennedy, and Robert Kennedy. Dr. Robert Kennedy did most of the

data analysis cited in the report. The ADE through Dr. Charity Smith and the other three TAC

members (Drs. William Brown, Thomas Fisher, and Roger Trent) also contributed to the report

through extensive comments and copy editing.

National Presentation of the Report

The major results of this report will be disseminated at the April 2007 annual meeting of

the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) in Chicago and the June 2007

meeting of the National Conference on Large Scale Assessment (LSAC) in Nashville. Drs.

Huynh Huynh, Eugene Kennedy, Robert Kennedy, and Charity Smith are scheduled to speak at

both symposia. The composition of the NCME symposium is listed in Table 2. Efforts are being

made to write some of the results for publication in professional journals in educational

assessment and evaluation.
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TABLE 2: Composition of the 2006 NCME Symposium.

Setting Performance Standards for Schools in Accountability Programs:
Policy, Technical, and Operational Issues - Symposium

Moderator
Anita Rawls, University of South Carolina

Presenters
Eugene Kennedy, Louisiana State University

Standard Setting Challenges for School Performance Rating Systems

Charity Smith, Arkansas Department of Education
School Performance Index: The Arkansas Experience from Act 35 to Field Review and
State Board of Education

Robert Kennedy, University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences
Use of Policy-induced and School Descriptor Methodology

Huynh Huynh, University of South Carolina
Validity, Reliability and Other Technical Considerations

Charity Smith, Arkansas Department of Education
Final Deliberations by State Board of Education

Discussants
Peter Behuniak, University of Connecticut
William Schafer, University of Maryland
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Chapter Two

Creation of School Weighted Average Index and
General Consideration in Setting Standards for School Performance

The development of a school performance rating system in Arkansas involved three

distinct steps. First, the TAC/Accountability and the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE)

examined ways to compute a school index to be used to assign a performance category to each

school. Second, the TAC then deliberated on how to set the cut scores for this index in order to

define each of the five performance categories legislated by Act 35 and listed in the previous

chapter. Third, the TAC made recommendations to the Arkansas Department of Education as to

how it could interact with various stake-holders in order to get their endorsement of the proposed

rating system for consideration and adoption by the Arkansas State Board of Education. These

steps are discussed in this section of the report.

Weighted Average

Act 35 requires that performance categories be based on the criterion-referenced

benchmark examinations in literacy and mathematics. These examinations are administered to

students in Grades 3 though 8. Individual student performance is categorized as Below Basic,

Basic, Proficient, and Advanced.

The Arkansas school performance index, called the (school) “weighted average,” is

described in the following manner. The weighted average begins with numerical values, or

weights, tentatively assigned to each student's performance category from the statewide

assessment proficiency levels (Advanced = 4; Proficient = 3; Basic = 2; Below Basic = 1).

(Note, a different set of weights could be assigned if policy makers decided to value the

performance for each performance level differently.) Since the testing program in Arkansas was

designed as a criterion-referenced assessment system with performance standards, it seemed

reasonable that these standards for student performance could be used to develop a rating index

of school performance. With these weights assigned to the performance levels, the performance

index for the class could be computed by multiplying the weights of the performance levels

times the number of students scoring in the performance category. This would be done for each

grade and subject. The weighted sum would then be divided by the sum of the number of
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students tested in literacy and the number of students tested in mathematics across all grades.

Thus, a student would be counted twice if he/she takes both tests and only once if he/she takes

only one test. The resulting average for the school would be a single index number ranging

between 1.0 and 4.0.

Following the procedures described above, the point assignments could be four points per

student scoring in the advanced category, three points per student scoring in the proficient

category, two points per student scoring in the basic category, and one point per student scoring

in the below basic category. The total number of points would be defined as the number of

students scoring in a particular category times the number of points assigned to that category.

For example, if the number of students in the advanced scoring category was 10, then with four

points assigned to that category, the number of points earned would be 40. If there were 30

students scoring at the proficient level, with three points assigned, the total would be 90. For 40

students at the basic level, with two points assigned, the total would be 80. Finally, for 20

students at below basic with one point assigned, the total would be 20. Adding the 40 + 90 + 80

+ 20, the total number of points for the school for all categories would be 230. To calculate the

rating for each school, the total number of points for the school would be divided by the number

of students in the school. For example, if the school received the 230 points just shown, and the

number of students was 100, then the rating would be 2.3.

Approaches to Setting Cut Scores

After a rating score has been calculated for each school, cut scores would be established

for placing each school in one of five performance categories. As an example, rating scores for

schools between 3.5 and 4.0 might be in the “schools of excellence” performance category.

Ratings between 3.0 and 3.4 could be “schools exceeding standards;” between 2.5 and 2.9,

“schools meeting standards;” 1.9 to 2.4, “schools on alert;” and 0.0 to 1.8, “schools in need of

immediate improvement.” Assuming the weighted index system is used, the task before the

ADE is to select a method of defining the criterion value for each level of performance.
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TAC/Accountability considered three options for setting cut cores that are based on use

of quintiles, stanines, or a standard setting conference. Each approach is described in the

following sections.

Option 1: Quintiles

The quintile ranking approach to defining school categories would have called for

ranking an acceptable school index from low to high with category divisions defined by

quintiles. Quintiles are the points that occur at intervals of one-, two-, three-, and four-fifths of

the way through the distribution of scores. For example, the second, or next-to-lowest, quintile

is the score for which two-fifths of the scores are equal to or below it; while three-fifths, or the

rest of the scores, are above it. Frequently, the word “quintile” is used to refer to the scores

falling between two quintiles. The third quintile, in that case, would refer to the scores between

the second and third quintiles.

Using “quintile” in this way, the fifth, or highest, quintile segment of scores would be

called “schools of excellence.” The next highest quintile would be called “schools exceeding

standards,” the next would be “schools meeting standards,” and the second quintile would be

“schools on alert.” The first, and lowest, fifth of the scores would be the “schools in need of

immediate improvement.” However, after some deliberation, the TAC/Accountability decided

that the use of quintiles would be an undesirable choice since it is not familiar to many educators

and patrons of the schools and might be confusing. This approach was not recommended to the

ADE.

Option 2: Stanines

The stanine approach could be used to establish school categories that correspond with

the segments of a normal distribution of an acceptable school index when it is divided into nine

parts. A normal distribution is typically used to define these parts. Stanines divide the area of the

normal curve distribution into nine categories with higher percentages of scores appearing in the

middle stanines. The percentages of scores in each part are symmetric, with the first having 4%
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of all schools; the second, 7%; the third, 12%; the fourth, 17%; and the fifth, 20%. Then, the

percentages occur in the opposite order, with the sixth segment having 17% of the scores; the

seventh, 12%; the eighth, 7%; and the ninth, 4%.

As with quintiles, stanines would have the advantage of determining in advance the

percentages of schools that would be in the various performance categories. Unlike quintiles,

however, stanines are more familiar to educators and school patrons and might be less confusing

than using quintiles. Generally speaking, stanine segments one, two, and three are below

average; stanines four, five, and six are average; and stanines seven, eight, and nine are above

average. The use of stanine groupings based on informed judgment would use a traditional

statistical approach combined with a reality check that could be provided by a panel of

stakeholders. Such an approach can be clearly described and understood. It avoids the mystery

that sometimes is associated with cut points that seem arbitrary to the outside viewer.

With stanines, there might also be policy benefits over quintiles. For example, the

availability of Departmental resources, including the capacity to remediate or otherwise service

the schools in the lowest category, could be considered. For example, if the resources of the

Department were not sufficient to provide technical assistance to more than, say, 11% of the

schools, then the lowest rating, “schools in need of immediate improvement ,” could be used to

designate those schools scoring in both the first (four percent) and second (seven percent)

stanines (totaling 11% of the schools). The “schools on alert” category could be the third stanine

(12%) and the fourth stanine (17%, for a total of 29% of the schools); “schools meeting

standards” could be defined as the fifth and sixth stanines (20% and 17%, respectively, or 37%

of the schools); “schools exceeding standards” could be defined as the seventh stanine (12% of

the schools); and stanines eight and nine could be reserved for “schools of excellence” (seven

percent and four percent, respectively, or 11% of the schools). Any number of other stanine

groupings could also be considered.

Option 3: Standard Setting Conference

To determine where the cut scores would be placed in the score distributions, a panel of
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stakeholders could be convened to review the statewide performance of schools as part of a

school standard setting process. The panelists could examine the schools within each rating

category and determine if the ratings appear reasonable. Consideration could be given to the

following factors: normality of the school distribution, history of achievement for schools in

each category, effect of school size, and available resources such as the capacity of the

Department to provide technical assistance to the schools in the lowest category, or to provide

incentive funding for the schools in the highest category.

After discussions with ADE staff, the TAC/Accountability recommended using the

weighted index system and convening a standard setting group to recommend cut scores that

would divide the school ratings into meaningful groupings. This approach provides an initial

status report of student achievement by school, as required by Act 35. In addition, each current

year’s students, at a particular grade level, can be compared to the previous year’s cohort of

students. (Note that this is not the same thing as a true growth measure, but it does provide a

comparison of status from year to year as required by the statute.)

The ADE convened several statewide focus groups were held to present to educators and

the public the alternative methods to develop the school ratings and the methods of selecting

appropriate criterion values of the ratings. After numerous sessions with hundreds of

stakeholders, ADE resolved to use a standard setting conference to set cut scores based on the

weighted average.

State Board of Education Action (October 10, 2005 and January 9, 2006)

Dr. Charity Smith and Dr. Robert Kennedy came to the October 10, 2005 and January 9,

2006, meetings of the Arkansas State Board of Education to explain the different options stanine

and the recommended weighted average approach. The following text reflects the discussion

before the board and was taken almost verbatim from the minutes of the Arkansas State Board of

Education (SBE, 2006a).

Dr. Smith stated that she talked with more than 1,200 people about these two
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options and their opinion was overwhelmingly the weighted average system. She

indicated that Dr. Kennedy, a statistician from UAMS, assisted with developing the

system recommendations. She noted that this system was preferred because it would be

consistent, be understandable, and transparent.

Dr. Kennedy was introduced and described a proposed system for determining the

representation on the state standard setting committee. He noted that the standard setting

team composition would include school board members, teachers, parents, members of

the business community and professional educators. The team would include 8 to10 of

each from across the state, which would include a total of 40 to 50 people with a day-long

meeting to establish school accountability standards.

Dr. May asked for clarification of the intent to report performance of schools or

performance of students. Dr. Smith responded the intent is to report on schools. Dr. May

expressed concern for public understanding on the performance of school is absolute

linear with performance of students. Dr. Smith stressed the importance of public

understanding of growth and the introduction of a growth model in the overall

accountability system.

The Board approved the use of the weighted index. More details about the

Board’s actions may be found in Appendices A1 and A2.

State Board of Education Action (April 10, 2006)

In the April 10, 2006, meeting of the SBE, Dr. Smith provided an update on work of the

TAC/Accountability pursuant to the requirements to provide a rating for each school as required in

Act 35 of 2003 and its subsequent revision. The purpose of the report was to advise the Board of the

need to set performance ratings for each public school. Elements of the system were described and

the process for determining a rating was presented. Dr. Smith advised the Board that they will be

requested to act on the recommended performance rating system at the May 8
th

meeting. More

details are listed in Appendix A3.
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Chapter Three

Preliminary Steps in the Standard Setting Process

This chapter provides a synopsis of the preliminary work of the TAC/Accountability in

preparing for the standard setting conference. The work includes considering preliminary cut

scores and preparing materials for the standard setting panel.

It should be noted that these categories suggested by the TAC were tentative only, to be

used simply as a starting point for the standard setting panel. They were determined before the

information was developed that was provided to the panelists. Substantially more information

was provided to the panelists than was available to the TAC at the time of the development of the

tentative cut scores. The statewide data that was used as the basis of these groupings provided

some additional insight into the caliber of the schools so that the panelists would have a profile

to help them determine the type of school that would be properly placed in a particular category.

General Considerations for Preliminary Cut Scores

Prior to convening the panel of stakeholders, the TAC/Accountability prepared

preliminary proportions of students who might be considered to be enrolled in “schools of

excellence,” “schools exceeding standards,” “schools meeting standards,” “schools on alert,” and

“schools in need of immediate improvement.” Although tentative, the proportions were based on

what was believed to be a sound rationale: any school with half or more of its students in the

below basic category was felt by the TAC to be a “school in need of immediate improvement.”

If a third to a half of the students in the school were Below Basic, then it was considered to be a

“school on alert.” On the other hand, schools in which at least 65% of the students were

Proficient or Advanced deserved to be called “schools exceeding standards.” Schools in which at

least 75% of the students were Proficient and at least nine percent were deserved to be called

“schools of excellence.” Then, by defining these four categories, the remaining group in the

middle would be considered “schools meeting standards.” Table 3 summarizes the initial policy

consideration for the Act 35 school performance cut scores based on the weighted average index.
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TABLE 3: Student Impact Data Consideration

Proportion of students in each achievement category
Preliminary School
Performance Level

Below Basic Basic
Proficient and

Advanced Advanced

Level 1 50%

Level 2 33 to 49%

Level 3

Level 4 65%

Level 5 75% 9%

Using the criteria specified in Table 3, schools were sorted into each level using the

weighted average index described in Chapter 2. Other pertinent school data were also compiled.

These data were used to create a school profile for the schools in each preliminary level and also

for a selected group of schools that were classified in two adjacent levels (like Levels 1& 2,

Levels 2 & 3, etc.) on the weighted average index. These schools are referred to as “pairwise

overlapped” in all subsequent discussions.

The original standard setting meeting was set for March 8, 2006, but the weather did not

cooperate. Due to a severe storm in the area of the hotel, the electrical power was lost and was

not restored as of the time of the meeting. In fact, it still had not been restored after two hours,

so the meeting was postponed until the following week on March 15th. However, while sitting in

an unlit room, the team of group facilitators and some members of the TAC discussed the

materials that were to be used in the forthcoming meeting. It was determined that some

additional information might be helpful, and it was subsequently provided.

Data for School Profile

In preparing for the standard setting meeting, profile sheets were prepared for all schools

with data on the Benchmark examinations. The profile sheet lists the following information.
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 weighted average index (rating),

 a counter indicating the order in which school was listed,

 a reverse counter showing the order from high to low,

 percentage all of the schools in the preliminary level shared by the school

 cumulative percentage showing the total percentage up to and including that

school

 reverse cumulative percentage that accumulated in the opposite order

 percentage of economically disadvantaged math students who were proficient in

2005,

 percentage of economically disadvantaged literacy students who were proficient

in 2005

 percentage of limited English proficiency students who were proficient in math in

2005,

 percentage of limited English proficiency students who were proficient in literacy

in 2005,

 the percentage of special education students who were proficient in math in 2005,

 the percentage of special education students who were proficient in literacy in

2005,

 status as to whether adequate yearly progress (AYP) was reached,

 accreditation status, the number of students tested in math,

 number of students tested in literacy,

 percentage of students who were below basic in combined math and literacy,

 percentage of students who were basic in combined math and literacy,

 percentage of students who were proficient in combined math and literacy,

 percentage of students who were advanced in combined math and literacy, and

 percentage of students who were proficient or advanced in combined math and

literacy.
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School Profile in Each Preliminary Level

Following is a description of the school profiles for each preliminary level as determined

by the Benchmark standards and listed in Table 3.

Level 1: Listed in the Level 1 group, “schools in need of immediate improvement,” were the 42

schools with the lowest ratings. A number of the schools in this group were “on alert,” in their

third year of needing school improvement, and/or were on accreditation probation or “cited”

status. Rules for accreditation and the definition of the “cited” status may be found at the

following link to the website of the Arkansas Department of Education: http://arkansased.org/

rules/pdf/standards_may05.pdf. For purpose of these rules, the term “Cited” is assigned to a

school or school district that fails to meet any standard identified as a cited violation in these

rules. As defined earlier in Table 3, at least half of students the Level 1 group were in the below

basic category.

Level 2: Most of the 117 in Level 2, “schools on alert” were in school improvement, many were

on probation or cited status, and as defined earlier, between a third and half of their students

were in the Below Basic category.

Level 3: In the middle group, Level 3, were 795 “schools meeting standards.” Nevertheless,

many of these schools, particularly at the lower end, were in school improvement or on alert.

Some were even on probation or cited. Originally the level contains one school with a single

student tested. It was deleted from the data set.

Level 4: In the Level 4 group, “schools exceeding standards” group were 112 schools in which

almost all met standards and were accredited. Only a small number were in school improvement

or on alert. As defined earlier, at least 65% of their students were in the Proficient or Advanced

level.

Level 5: Finally, in the “schools of excellence” category were 24 schools, almost all of which

met the standards and were accredited. In addition, at least 75% of their students were in the
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Proficient or Advanced levels, and at least nine percent were Advanced.

Appendix B provides frequency data on the weighted average for schools in each

preliminary performance level. Figure 1 depicts the data using histograms and Figure 2 provides

the set boxplots overlaid on the same diagram.

FIGURE 1: Frequency of schools in each preliminary level on the weighted average scale
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As can be seen from both Figures 1 and 2 and the more detailed frequency distributions

in Appendix B that the ranges of each preliminary level on the weighted average scale are:
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Level 1: 1.00 to 1.73

Level 2: 1.68 to 2.17

Level 3: 1.75 to 2.92

Level 4: 2.68 to 3.07

Level 5: 2.86 to 3.25.

FIGURE 2: Boxplots of weighted average for preliminary levels
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Levels 1 and 2: 1.68 to 1.73

Levels 2 and 3: 1.75 to 2.17

Levels 3 and 4: 2.68 to 2.92

Levels 4 and 5: 2.86 to 3.07.

Appendix C provides summary data for all schools in each pairwise overlapped category. For

each overlapped set, a representative set of five schools were selected, and their school profiles

were compiled and used as part of the data for the standard setting meeting.

General Procedures

In the standard setting meeting (See Chapter Four), each panelist was presented with the

four overlapped sets of schools, one at a time, and asked to set a cut at the school with which he

or she feels comfortable. The use of “overlapped set” is similar to the use of “split papers” in

training scorers for constructed response items or writing exercises. The process also is

somewhat similar to item descriptor (ID) method of standard setting (Ferrara, S., Perie, M, &

Johnson, E. (2002). More details about the standard setting meeting are described in the next

chapter.
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Chapter Four

The Standard Setting Conference

At the direction of the State Board of Education, the ADE convened an expert panel of

stakeholders to review the statewide performance of schools. The meeting was originally

scheduled for March 8, 2006. However, as explained in Chapter 3, due to the severity of a storm

and the subsequent power outage on that day, the standard setting meeting was reconvened on

March 15, 2006.

The meeting was facilitated by five racially diverse individuals: a black female, a black

male, a Hispanic male, a white female, and a white male. The regionally diverse groups they led

were representatives from the Parent Teacher Association (PTA), the business community, the

Arkansas Association of Educational Administrators (AAEA), the Arkansas Education

Association (AEA), and the Arkansas School Boards Association. Each of these groups was

asked to name 12 representatives, to be part of the standard setting process, for a total of 60

panelists.

TAC Observers

The process was monitored and validated by two representatives of the

TAC/Accountability (Drs. William Brown Robert Kennedy). Their function was to act as

resource persons for the deliberations.

Beginning Plenary Session

The standard setting conference included both plenary meetings and group sessions. The

conference began with a plenary session in which the purpose of the meeting as well as the role

of the TAC/Accountability was explained to the panelists. The advisory role of the TAC was

emphasized so that the panelists would feel free to make their own decisions relative to the

standard setting process.
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Group Session (Round 1)

At the end of the first plenary session, the panelists took a short break and reconvened in

“role alike” groups with one facilitator in each group. The two TAC members moved from room

to room to address questions as they arose. In each group, the panelists actively discussed the

scores and the associated information provided about the schools. After an hour or so they were

asked by the facilitators to make an initial decision about where they felt that the break points in

the cumulative score distributions should be made between each pair of the five groups. Each

person indicated on paper each of the four scores that he or she would set to create the five

categories of schools. These scores from each individual were summarized by the facilitator

who reported the median score and the range of scores for establishing each category. Although

they all participated in their group’s discussion, the scores that the panelists recorded were their

own personal opinions as to the fairest break points.

The median cut score results of the first group session (Round 1) are recorded in Table 4.

TABLE 4: Round 1 Recommendations

Panelist Group Cut 1/2 Cut 2/3 Cut 3/4 Cut 4/5

PTA 1.725 2.20 2.65 3.01

Business 1.715 2.145 2.70 3.10

AAEA 1.85 2.00 2.75 2.85

AEA 1.60 2.00 2.96 3.40

School Board 1.83 2.30 2.835 3.30

Median of All Groups 1.725 2.145 2.75 3.10

Mean of All Groups 1.74 2.13 2.78 3.13
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Second Plenary Meeting

Following this session, the panelists reconvened in a plenary session in which a

spokesperson for each group outlined the key points from their discussions for the benefit of the

assembly.

Group Session (Round 2)

After a lunch break, the groups met again to discuss all that had transpired up to that

point. An opportunity was provided for the panelists to reconsider their earlier decisions and

make changes to them, if they wished. Once again, they listed their personal decisions as to the

fairest cut scores. The medians of these scores for each group were determined and presented in

a final plenary session.

Final Results

Table 5 reports the final (Round 2) median cut score results of the five groups of panelists

along with the mean and median of all five groups listed in the last two rows.

TABLE 5: Round 2 Recommendations

Panelist Group Cut 1/2 Cut 2/3 Cut 3/4 Cut 4/5

PTA 1.75 2.20 2.75 3.00

Business 1.74 2.15 2.70 3.37

AAEA 1.70 2.19 2.76 3.02

AEA 1.60 2.25 3.00 3.50

School Board 1.81 2.30 2.88 3.30

Median of All Groups 1.735 2.20 2.755 3.30

Mean of All Groups 1.72 2.21 2.79 3.23
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Table 6 reports the changes in cut score from Round 1 to Round 2. A positive number

signals an increase and a negative number portrays a decrease. These changes are also depicted

in Figure 3 for each of the five panels. The data indicate that most groups raised the cut scores

for most categories. The raise is substantial at the 2/3 cut for the AEA group (0.25) and at the

4/5 for the Business group (0.17). For all groups, the median changes are almost negligible. The

only mean change that is significant is the increase in the 4/5 cut scores.

TABLE 6: Increase/Decrease in Median Cut Scores for Each Group and for and All-Groups

Panelist Group Cut 1/2 Cut 2/3 Cut 3/4 Cut 4/5

PTA +0.025 0 +0.10 -.01

Business +0.025 -0.005 0 +0.27

AAEA -0.10 +0.19 +0.01 +0.17

AEA 0 +0.25 +0.04 +0.10

School Board -0.03 0 0.045 0

Median Change of All Groups -0.01 +0.055 +0.005 +0.20

Mean Change of All Groups -0.02 +0.08 +0.01 +0.10

Note: Positive (+) means increase in cut score. Negative (-) means decrease in cut score.

Final Plenary Meeting

Everyone in attendance was asked to maintain confidentiality with respect to all

information disseminated during the meeting so as not to conflict with whatever final cut scores

the State Board would determine. Panelists were reminded again that the work of the committee

was advisory, and there was no certainty that the State Board would, in fact, implement the cut

scores recommended by the committee.
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FIGURE 3: Changes in cut scores from Round 1 to Round 2

Panelists’ Evaluation of the Meeting

The last activity of the session was to collect process evaluation information. Panelists

were provided with several questions about the session and asked to record their personal

opinions about the experience. After these forms were collected, the meeting was dismissed with

thanks to the panelists for their conscientious efforts throughout the day.

The results of panelist evaluation are listed in Table 7. Practically all participants

indicated that they understood the purpose of the standard setting conference and the nature of

the data presented to them and agreed that the data were useful in making their judgments. They
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the results whereas three were neutral and two expressed a negative feeling. One panelist wrote

on the evaluation sheet that there was “not enough time to thoroughly address issues in one

group.”

TABLES 7: Panelist Evaluation

Number of respondents

Question Yes No Neutral Total

Did you understand the standard setting process? 21 21

Was the mission clearly explained? 21 21

Did you understand the role of the data? 20 1 21

Did the facilitator encourage everyone in the process? 21 21

Was the data useful in making decisions? 20 1 21

Are you comfortable with the results you reported? 15 2 3 20

State Board of Education Action (May 8, 2006)

Dr. Charity Smith updated the SBE on the work on standard setting. She summarized the

procedure used by the Standard Setting Committee and outlined the options for Board

consideration – to calculate performance using the median score or an average score.

Dr. Smith indicated that the Committee did not express a preference. The SBE approved the use

of the mean for calculating performance ratings for schools. More details about SBE actions

may be found in Appendix A4.

It may noted that, in order to be more precise for the Level 1/Level 2 cut score, the SBE

decided to add the third decimal to the accuracy of the Level 1/Level 2 cut score. The official

range for Level 1 schools was then set at 1.718 or below and that of Level 2 from 1.719 to 2.20.
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Chapter Five

Technical Characteristics

This chapter presents some of the major technical characteristics of the performance

index (PI) and the performance levels based on the index by themselves or as they related to the

“Adequate Yearly Progress” (AYP) status required by NCLB. The data are grouped under three

categories: internal consistency and yearly stability of the index, stability of the performance

levels from 2005 to 2006, and relationship between the performance levels and AYP status.

Giving the twin facts that proportion data at the school level are not stable from one year to the

next for very small schools and that AYP calculations are based only on schools with a minimum

N count of 40, only schools with complete data on a minimum of 40 students were included in

the data analysis. In addition the analyses were completed only for schools for which there was

complete information for literacy and math in 2005 and 2006, and AYP status. As mentioned in

Chapter 1, the five performance levels are defined by the following qualifiers:

Level 1: Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement

Level 2: Schools on Alert

Level 3: Schools Meeting Standards

Level 4: Schools Exceeding Standards

Level 5: Schools of Excellence.

Cut scores on the performance index scale are presented at the end of the previous chapter.

Internal Consistency of Performance Index

Because the performance index (PI) for each school is a (linear) “average” of the

performance of all students in that school, an internal consistency (reliability) index of the index

can be computed by using an analog of the split-half (Spearman-Brown) reliability in classical

test theory (Crocker & Algina, 1986). The process was implemented through three steps as

follows:
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 Step 1: Students in each school were randomly split into equal (or nearly equal) half

groups and the index was computed for each half.

 Step 2: The Pearson correlation (r12) was computed for the two half-group indices using

all available schools (with at least 40 students).

 Step 3: The Spearman-Brown formula used to compute the reliability (r) of the

performance index for the entire school: r = 2* r12/ (1+ r12).

Tables 8 and 9 report the basic statistics regarding mean and standard deviation of each

half-group weighted mean indices and correlation between the two half-group indices in the

random splitting of the students in each school. Each set of two half-groups are almost identical

in terms of their means and standard deviations. Applying the Spearman-Brown formula, the

reliability of the performance index for 2005 is 0.963 and for 2006 is 0.960. These values

indicate that each performance index (computed for schools with an N of at least 40) is very

reliable in the sense that each has a very high degree of internal consistency.

TABLE 8: Summary Data for Split-Half Reliability (2005)

Statistics Half Group 1 Half Group 2

N 854 854

Mean 2.389 2.385

SD 0.329 0.332

Correlation 0.929

TABLE 9: Summary Data for Split-Half Reliability (2006)

Statistics Half Group 1 Half Group 2

N 854 854

Mean 2.568 2.563

SD 0.364 0.366

Correlation 0.924
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Yearly Stability of the Performance Index

The summary statistics for the performance index for both 2005 and 2006 are presented

in Table 10 for schools with complete data on at least 40 students in each year. The total number

of schools (N), mean, and standard deviation were from all schools with at least 40 students with

complete data in the year listed. The correlation was based on the 854 schools that had at least

40 students with complete data in both years.

The data show a very high degree of stability index for the schools under consideration.

A correlation near the perfect value of 1.0 is not expected. Even though the intent of Act 35 is to

improve student performance, it is unlikely that improvement will occur uniformly at all schools

from one year to the next.

TABLE 10: Summary Data for Yearly Stability

Statistics 2005 2006

N 854 854

Mean 2.387 2.566

SD 0.331 0.365

Correlation 0.901

Stability of Act 35 Performance Level

The yearly stability of the performance index was studied also through the performance

level classification. Table 11 presents the cross-tabulation data for the 2005 and 2006

performance levels for the schools under consideration. Out of 854 schools with complete data

on at least 40 students in both 2005 and 2006, a total of 556 (65%) maintained the same level

from 2005 to 2006. The number of schools who moved up one category is 282 (33%). There is

one school that moved up two categories and there are 15 schools that moved down one

category.



32

TABLE 11: Cross-Year 2005/2006 Tabulation of Act 35 Performance Category for Schools with
at least 40 students

Act 35 2006 Performance LevelAct 35 2005
Perf. Level 1 2 3 4 5 Total

1 7 16 23
2 6 97 95 198
3 7 378 164 1 550
4 2 72 7 81
5 2 2

Total 13 120 475 236 10 854

Relationship between Act 35 Performance Level and AYP Status

Aiming at both student improvement and school accountability, the Arkansas Act 35

share similar goals with the federal legislation “No Child Left Behind”. NCLB requires states to

implement statewide accountability systems covering all public schools and students. These

systems must be based on challenging state standards in reading and mathematics, annual testing

for all students in grades 3-8, and annual statewide progress objectives ensuring that all groups of

students reach proficiency in 2014. Schools that fail to make adequate yearly progress (AYP)

toward statewide proficiency goals will, over time, be subject to improvement, corrective action,

and restructuring measures aimed at getting them back on course to meet State standards. With

the common goals as stated, it would be expected that AYP and Act35 school classifications

would be related to each other. The relationship is not expected to be very strong because of the

structural differences between the two types of classifications. This section provides some

statistical data on this relationship. The data are based on the 854 schools with complete data in

both 2005 and 2006.

The schools under consideration were cross-tabulated using Act 35 performance level

and meeting AYP status (No or Yes) for 2005 (Table 12) and 2006 (Table 13) on page 30. The

last three rows of these tables also provide the mean and standard deviation of the performance

level for each AYP status and the correlation between these two classifications.
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The data show that the discrepancy between the binary AYP categories is (3.04 – 2.53) =

0.51 units on the performance level for 2005 and (3.31 – 2.88) = 0.43 units for 2006. Those

positive discrepancies serve as evidence that there is a positive relationship between Act 35

performance level and AYP status. The data also indicates that the discrepancy between the two

AYP categories narrowed slightly from 2005 to 2006 on the Act 35 performance level. This

discrepancy also serves to reinforce the fact that correlation between Act 35 performance level

and AYP status maintained about the same level from 2005 to 2006 (r = 0.36 to r = 0.30).

TABLE 12: Tabulation of Act 35 Performance Category with AYP Category for 2005

Meeting AYP 2005Act 35 2005
Classification No Yes NA Total

1 15 8 0 23
2 146 45 7 198
3 210 326 14 550
4 1 77 3 81
5 0 2 0 2

Total N 372 458 24 854
Class. Mean 2.53 3.04
Class. SD 0.58 0.59

Correlation 0.36

Note: AYP categories are coded as No = 0 and Yes = 1 for correlation calculation.

TABLE 13: Tabulation of Act 35 Performance Category with AYP Category for 2006

Meeting AYP 2006Act 35 2006
Classification No Yes Total

1 9 4 13
2 88 32 120
3 206 269 475
4 55 181 236
5 3 7 10

Total 361 493 854
Class. Mean 2.88 3.31
Class. SD 0.72 0.65

Correlation 0.30

Note: AYP categories are coded as No = 0 and Yes = 1 for correlation calculation.
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Chapter Six

State Board of Education Action, Rule, and Regulations

Section 6-15-1903 (d) of Act 35 indicates that the Arkansas State Board of Education

(SBE) shall adopt appropriate criteria for each school performance category for the school rating

system. Once the cut scores are adopted, additional criteria will be established through

administrative rules and made available for public comment. This chapter records the acceptance

of the standards by the SBE and subsequent adoption of rules and regulations to implement the

Act 35 rating of school performance.

State Board of Education Action (May 8, 2006)

Dr. Charity Smith updated the SBE on the work on standard setting. She summarized the

procedure used by the Standard Setting Committee and outlined the options for Board

consideration – to calculate performance using the median score or an average score.

The average statistic was adopted as the metric for calculating performance ratings for schools.

The official cut scores approved by the board are listed in Table 14.

TABLE 14: Cut scores for Performance Levels

Performance
Level Descriptor Cut Score Range on Weighted

Average Index
Level 1 Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement 1.718 or below

Level 2 Schools on Alert 1.719 to 2.20

Level 3 Schools Meeting Standards 2.21 to 2.78

Level 4 Schools Exceeding Standards 2.79 to 3.22

Level 5 Schools of Excellence 3.23 or above
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Statewide School Performance Data for 2005 and 2006

Table 11 of the previous chapter provides information on the 854 schools with complete

data on at least 40 students in both 2005 and 2006. The overall distribution of performance of

these schools is reproduced in a different format in Table 15. The overall data as also depicted in

Figure 4. The data show that school performance level has increased for many of these schools.

TABLE 15: School Performance Level for Schools with At Least 40 Students in 2005 and 2006

2005 2006
Level

N of Schools % N of Schools %

Level 1 23 2.7 13 1.5

Level 2 198 23.2 120 14.1

Level 3 550 64.4 475 55.6

Level 4 81 9.5 236 27.6

Level 5 2 0.2 10 1.2

Total 854 100% 854 100%

As a point of comparison, Table 16 lists the number and the percentage of schools in each

of the five performance level for all 929 schools with complete data in both 2005 and 2006. The

school data are depicted in Figure 5. Table 17 provides data on changes of performance status

for all 929 schools as well as for the 854 schools with at least 40 students. There are 75 (small)

schools with less than 40 students with complete data. It is clear from the data of Table 17 that

the small schools tended to either stay at the same level or moved down one level.

Rules and Regulations

Upon approval of the cut scores listed in Table 13 by the State Board of Education, staff

of the Arkansas Department of Education published the rules and regulations that govern the

operation of the school performance rating system. These are listed in Appendix D. The SBE

regulations state that any school or district that is involved in substantiated test security

violations will not be eligible to receive the “School of Excellence” performance rating.

.
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FIGURE 4: Frequency distributions of performance categories of schools with at least 40
students with complete data in 2005 and 2006

54321

Level

60

40

20

0

C
o

un
t

2006
2005

Year

TABLE 16: School Performance Level for All Schools in 2005 and 2006

2005 2006
Level

N of Schools % N of Schools %

Level 1 17 1.8 22 2.4

Level 2 98 10.6 118 12.7

Level 3 512 55.1 512 55.1

Level 4 286 30.8 265 28.5

Level 5 16 1.7 12 1.3

Total 929 100% 929 100%
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FIGURE 5: Frequency distributions of performance categories of all schools in 2005 and 2006

TABLE 17: Changes in School Status from 2005 to 2006
Schools with 40+ students All Schools

Status Change
N of Schools % N of Schools %

Moved down 2 categories 3 0.3

Move down 1 category 15 1.8 111 11.9

No change 556 65.1 762 82.0

Moved up 1 category 282 33.0 48 5.2

Moved up 2 categories 1 0.1 5 0.5

Total 854 100% 929 100%
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Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this report was to describe the procedures used to develop a public school

performance accountability system required by the Arkansas Legislature in Act 35. This

legislation requires that the state evaluate its schools along two dimensions, status and growth.

The report only addresses the manner in which the state defined its school status measurement.

This report does not document how Arkansas measures status or growth to meet the requirements

of the No Child Left Behind Act.

With the assistance of a Technical Advisory Committee for Accountability, the

Department recommended and the State Board of Education adopted a system of rating schools

that is somewhat akin to the calculation of a grade point average for a high school student. The

results of the statewide assessment test are reported in classifications groupings that can be

labeled one through five. An average score for each school can be calculated across the literacy

and mathematics tests at each grade level.

After the achievement rating had been calculated, the Department created a multi-

variable descriptive profile of information for each school. Schools were ranked in various ways

to provide insights into the distributions and manner in which the schools were arrayed. A

standard setting committee was convened to recommend cut scores that would result in a

classification system of five levels.

The State Board of Education subsequently codified the new accountability system into

administration rule for immediate implementation.
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APPENDIX A1

Excerpts of Minutes
State Board of Education

Monday, October 10, 2005

The State Board of Education met Monday, October 10, 2005, in the Auditorium of the Department of Education
Building. Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, chair, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

The following Board members were present: Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chair; Mrs. Dianne Tatum, Vice-Chair;
Mrs. Sherry Burrow; Mrs. Shelby Hillman; Mr. Randy Lawson; Mrs. MaryJane Rebick; and Dr. Naccaman
Williams.

The following Board member was absent: Dr. Calvin King.

Proposed Rating System

Dr. Charity Smith was recognized to report on the proposed rating system as required in Act 35. The state will now
have a rating system on growth and annual performance. Dr. Smith introduced Dr. Robert Kennedy, a
mathematician/statistician at the University of Arkansas for Medical Science campuses. Dr. Kennedy is a member of
the Technical Advisory Committee on Accountability for Arkansas. Dr. Smith also noted Dr. Oliver, chair of the
states accountability committee, had been invited to attend today’s session as well.

Dr. Smith provided an overview of the new rating system for all schools through a PowerPoint presentation. She
pointed out that the state system would measure improvement gains as well as co-hort growth. The system will be
on a rating of five levels, with level one (1) being those in need of the most improvement and level five (5) being
those schools with an excellent rating. Dr. Smith noted this would be on the state’s report card in the future. She
explained the system will include co-hort growth and improvement gains, and must be easy to read and easily
understood by parents, teachers, and administrators.

Dr. Smith noted today’s focus is only on the performance category, and would give two options for the Board to
consider. The first option is a weighted average approach and the second option is the stanine approach. Dr. Smith
noted that every school would be given an index performance score, ranking top to bottom to see how they actually
perform. She noted each school would be given an index performance score, weight that score and finally assign a
rating category as required in Act 35. Dr. Smith outlined the process through examples given in the PowerPoint.

Dr. Smith stated the second approach is the stanine approach, which would have a range of one through nine. Dr.
Kennedy was recognized and reported this approach as another alternative. He stated it is divided into nine different
categories. He noted an expert panel of stakeholders would examine this, to define the approach. The panel will
review how the scores are distributed, the history of achievement, school sizes, capabilities, etc… He stated the
panel would take into consideration the priorities. Dr. Kennedy gave an example of the five levels developed from
the original nine stanines, showing an overview included in the presentation. Dr. Smith reviewed the two options
outlined. The first being the stanine growth and the percentage of growth of each school, and the second option
being the weighted average approach. She noted Act 35 states it must be easily identified by districts and parents.
Dr. Smith stated since some schools would like to know how they currently rate, the department is proposing to do
the rating system now, but noted it must be in place by 2009/2010. Dr. Smith explained that these two options would
be in accordance with what the law states, which is to keep it simple, easy to read and transparent. She noted the co-
hort measure would track student growth with the system. After two years of data has been collected, the growth
measure will be in place. She noted the baseline year for the data is the 2006/2007 school year allowing two years of
data. One last item Dr. Smith addressed was the required annual ratings. She outlined the five levels as being: level
five – school of excellence, level four – school exceeding the standards, level three – school meeting the standards,
level two – school on alert, and level one – school in need of immediate improvement.

Mr. Lawson acknowledged and applauded the Department’s work. He stated a focus on growth offers much more
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utility for teachers. He also stated it is exciting to focus on growth, as opposed to what the focus has been in the past.
Mr. Lawson also complimented “commish” James regarding the newspaper editorial. He stated it is good that we are
raising the bar. Dr. Smith replied that prior to implementing the rating system the bar had to be raised. Ms. Rebick
asked if the proposed weighted system would be for the 2009/2010 school year, and the value added system would
be used now. Dr. Smith stated we do not have the value added system in place now, but will once two years of data
has been collected. The TAC is currently reviewing value added models that are transparent and easily understood.
She noted the importance of using the live data prior to adopting one system or another. Once that is done, Dr.
Smith stated she would bring the TAC’s recommendation back to the Board for a decision. Ms. Rebick asked if the
value added model is a third option. Dr. Smith stated the rating system is one system with two categories. The first
being the annual performance and the second being the growth/value added model.

Dr. Williams asked if the value added model is being looked at today. Dr. Smith stated no. Dr. Williams
complimented the presentation. He also asked if schools would be forced into using the stanine approach vs. the
weighted index. Dr. Smith noted the data would fall in a distributed way most of the time. She noted as
improvement continues to move up, the whole group will move up.

Dr. Kennedy added as distribution continues to move upward, the panel will come back and review from time to
time, and with this many students, we will still have a normal distribution. Ms. Burrow asked when these two
methods are used; if we will see comparable categories.

Dr. Kennedy stated probably, because of the even distribution when using either.

Dr. Williams asked if this is an either/or approach, or looking at both. Dr. Smith stated yes, either/or, not both.

Ms. Rebick asked if this must go out for a public hearing. Dr. Smith indicated it does not. Dr. Williams asked what
were some other considerations, other than the raw data. Dr. Smith stated there is nothing else other than the test
scores. Dr. Williams inquired if this is a direct line from what is taught in the classroom, to what students learn, to
how the school is rated. Dr. Smith stated yes, absolutely.

Dr. James complimented the excellent presentation. He noted the complexity of the entire conversation. He also
noted the importance of public input and the transparency required in Act 35. He stated the conversation around the
country regarding value added models is extremely complex, and even the experts around the country can, and often
do, disagree as to what is the best model. He noted the dialog will continue and will be brought back before the
Board. Dr. Westmoreland asked what was Dr. Smith’s projected timeline. Dr. Smith explained the information
would be taken out for 30plus days to get input from various focus groups on the system. She noted the plan is to
come back to the Board in December with a formal recommendation. She stated at that point the TAC would have
had the opportunity to use live data in both of the systems.
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APPENDIX A2

Excerpts of Minutes
State Board of Education

Monday, January 9, 2006

The State Board of Education met on Monday, January 9, 2006, in the Auditorium of the Department of Education
Building. Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

The following Board members were present: Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chair; Diane Tatum, Vice Chair; Sherry
Burrow, Shelby Hillman; Dr. Calvin King; Randy Lawson; Dr. Ben Mays; Mary Jane Rebick; and Dr. Naccaman
Williams.

No Board Members were absent.

Approval of the Arkansas Department of Education Proposed Performance Rating System

Dr. Charity Smith was recognized to present this item. Initial rating system approved. Came to board with two
different options – stanine approach and weighted average approach. Dr. Smith stated that she talked with more than
1,200 people about these two options and their opinion was overwhelmingly the weighted average system. She
indicated that Dr. Kennedy, a statistician from UAMS, assisted with developing the system recommendations. She
noted that this system was preferred because it would be consistent, be understandable, and transparent.

Dr. Kennedy was introduced and described a proposed system for determining the representation on the state
standard setting committee. He noted that the standard setting team composition would include school board
members, teachers, parents, members of the business community and professional educators. The team would
include 8 to10 of each from across the state, which would include a total of 40 to 50 people with a day-long meeting
to establish school accountability standards.

Dr. Williams stated his support for the weighted average system. He asked for Dr. Smith’s opinion on growth rate
adjusting for economic factors. She observed that low performance often will demonstrate more growth than other
higher performing schools. Dr. Williams asked about the proposed timeline for the standard setting process. Dr.
Smith stated that she would like to come to the Board in April with proposed Rule for this process. She noted that
for the report card, which is to be published in March, will put in component in which schools would rate
themselves.

Dr. May asked for clarification of the intent to report performance of schools or performance of students. Dr. Smith
responded the intent is to report on schools. Dr. May expressed concern for public understanding on the performance
of school is absolute linear with performance of students. Dr. Smith stressed the importance of public understanding
of growth and the introduction of a growth model in the overall accountability system.

Ms. Rebick wants to know which ADE line item pays for all the activities for travel and work being done. Dr. Smith
noted that only travel was incurred to this point. She further stated the meetings proposed would be one-day sessions
and not require large expenditures of funds.

Dr. King moved approval of the Proposed Performance Rating System. Ms. Rebick seconded the motion. The
motion was adopted unanimously.
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APPENDIX A3

Excerpts of Minutes
State Board of Education

Monday, April 10, 2006

The State Board of Education met on Monday, April 10, 2006, in the auditorium of the State
Education Building. Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

The following Board members were present: Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chairman; Diane Tatum,
Vice-Chairman; Sherry Burrow; Shelby Hillman; Dr. Calvin King; Randy Lawson; Dr. Ben
Mays; and Dr. Naccaman Williams.
The following Board member was absent: Mary Jane Rebick.

Review of Proposed Performance Rating System and Report from Standard Setting
Session

Dr. Charity Smith was recognized to present this report. Dr. Smith stated that this report is based
on work of an advisory panel pursuant to the requirements to provide a rating for each school as
required in Act 35 of 2003 and its subsequent revision. The purpose of the report is to advise the
Board of the need to set performance ratings for each public school. Elements of the system were
described and the process for determining a rating was presented. Dr. Smith advised the Board

that they will be requested to act on the recommended performance rating system at the May 8
th

meeting.
No action was taken.
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APPENDIX A4

Excerpts of Minutes
State Board of Education

Monday, May 8, 2006

The State Board of Education met on Monday, May 8, 2006, in the Auditorium of the State
Education Building. Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chairman, called the meeting to order at 9:00
a.m.

The following Board members were present: Dr. Jeanna Westmoreland, Chairman; Diane Tatum,
Vice-Chairman; Sherry Burrow; Shelby Hillman; Dr. Calvin King; Randy Lawson; Dr. Ben
Mays; MaryJane Rebick and Dr. Naccaman Williams.

No Board members were absent.

Consideration of Proposed Performance Rating System and Report from Standard Setting
Session

Dr. Charity Smith was recognized to present this item. Dr. Smith stated that this discussion is a
continuation from her presentation in April. She summarized the procedure used by the Standard
Setting Committee and outlined the options for Board consideration – to calculate performance
using the median score or an average score.

Ms. Rebick asked if there was a recommendation from the Standard Setting Committee. Dr.
Smith responded that the Committee worked with both values and did not express a preference.

Dr. Williams moved that the average statistic be adopted as the metric for calculating
performance ratings for schools. Ms. Hillman seconded the motion. The motion was adopted
unanimously.
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APPENDIX B

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Each Preliminary Level
on the Weighted Average Index

Level 1: Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement

Level 2: Schools on Alert

Level 3: Schools Meeting Standards

Level 4: Schools Exceeding Standards

Level 5: Schools of Excellence.
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APPENDIX B1

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 1
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================
1.00 1 2.38 1 2.38
1.14 1 2.38 2 4.76
1.17 1 2.38 3 7.14
1.20 1 2.38 4 9.52
1.24 1 2.38 5 11.90
1.29 1 2.38 6 14.29
1.32 1 2.38 7 16.67
1.33 2 4.76 9 21.43
1.37 1 2.38 10 23.81
1.41 1 2.38 11 26.19
1.42 1 2.38 12 28.57
1.48 2 4.76 14 33.33
1.50 1 2.38 15 35.71
1.52 2 4.76 17 40.48
1.53 1 2.38 18 42.86
1.54 2 4.76 20 47.62
1.57 1 2.38 21 50.00
1.60 2 4.76 23 54.76
1.61 2 4.76 25 59.52
1.62 2 4.76 27 64.29
1.63 3 7.14 30 71.43
1.64 1 2.38 31 73.81
1.65 1 2.38 32 76.19
1.66 1 2.38 33 78.57
1.68 3 7.14 36 85.71
1.70 2 4.76 38 90.48
1.72 1 2.38 39 92.86
1.73 3 7.14 42 100.00

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX B2

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 2
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================
1.68 3 2.56 3 2.56
1.69 2 1.71 5 4.27
1.70 1 0.85 6 5.13
1.71 3 2.56 9 7.69
1.73 5 4.27 14 11.97
1.75 1 0.85 15 12.82
1.76 2 1.71 17 14.53
1.77 1 0.85 18 15.38
1.78 1 0.85 19 16.24
1.79 4 3.42 23 19.66
1.80 5 4.27 28 23.93
1.81 2 1.71 30 25.64
1.82 4 3.42 34 29.06
1.83 3 2.56 37 31.62
1.84 1 0.85 38 32.48
1.85 5 4.27 43 36.75
1.86 5 4.27 48 41.03
1.87 1 0.85 49 41.88
1.88 3 2.56 52 44.44
1.89 1 0.85 53 45.30
1.90 5 4.27 58 49.57
1.91 6 5.13 64 54.70
1.92 2 1.71 66 56.41
1.93 2 1.71 68 58.12
1.94 4 3.42 72 61.54
1.95 3 2.56 75 64.10
1.96 2 1.71 77 65.81
1.97 12 10.26 89 76.07
1.98 2 1.71 91 77.78
1.99 3 2.56 94 80.34
2.00 2 1.71 96 82.05
2.01 1 0.85 97 82.91
2.02 5 4.27 102 87.18
2.03 2 1.71 104 88.89
2.04 4 3.42 108 92.31
2.06 2 1.71 110 94.02
2.08 1 0.85 111 94.87
2.10 1 0.85 112 95.73
2.11 2 1.71 114 97.44
2.13 1 0.85 115 98.29
2.15 1 0.85 116 99.15
2.17 1 0.85 117 100.00

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX B3

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 3
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================
1.75 1 0.13 1 0.13
1.90 2 0.25 3 0.38
1.95 2 0.25 5 0.63
1.99 2 0.25 7 0.88
2.00 2 0.25 9 1.13
2.02 5 0.63 14 1.76
2.03 3 0.38 17 2.14
2.04 4 0.50 21 2.64
2.05 1 0.13 22 2.77
2.06 2 0.25 24 3.02
2.07 5 0.63 29 3.65
2.08 6 0.76 35 4.41
2.09 2 0.25 37 4.66
2.10 5 0.63 42 5.29
2.11 5 0.63 47 5.92
2.12 7 0.88 54 6.80
2.13 5 0.63 59 7.43
2.14 4 0.50 63 7.93
2.15 8 1.01 71 8.94
2.16 11 1.39 82 10.33
2.17 7 0.88 89 11.21
2.18 5 0.63 94 11.84
2.19 5 0.63 99 12.47
2.20 10 1.26 109 13.73
2.21 7 0.88 116 14.61
2.22 8 1.01 124 15.62
2.23 3 0.38 127 15.99
2.24 6 0.76 133 16.75
2.25 11 1.39 144 18.14
2.26 9 1.13 153 19.27
2.27 6 0.76 159 20.03
2.28 10 1.26 169 21.28
2.29 9 1.13 178 22.42
2.30 15 1.89 193 24.31
2.31 8 1.01 201 25.31
2.32 17 2.14 218 27.46
2.33 11 1.39 229 28.84
2.34 15 1.89 244 30.73
2.35 5 0.63 249 31.36
2.36 11 1.39 260 32.75
2.37 9 1.13 269 33.88
2.38 17 2.14 286 36.02
2.39 11 1.39 297 37.41
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APPENDIX B3 (continued)

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 3
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================

2.40 12 1.51 309 38.92
2.41 19 2.39 328 41.31
2.42 14 1.76 342 43.07
2.43 20 2.52 362 45.59
2.44 14 1.76 376 47.36
2.45 5 0.63 381 47.98
2.46 15 1.89 396 49.87
2.47 19 2.39 415 52.27
2.48 13 1.64 428 53.90
2.49 24 3.02 452 56.93
2.50 19 2.39 471 59.32
2.51 18 2.27 489 61.59
2.52 10 1.26 499 62.85
2.53 8 1.01 507 63.85
2.54 16 2.02 523 65.87
2.55 18 2.27 541 68.14
2.56 12 1.51 553 69.65
2.57 11 1.39 564 71.03
2.58 10 1.26 574 72.29
2.59 12 1.51 586 73.80
2.60 16 2.02 602 75.82
2.61 19 2.39 621 78.21
2.62 12 1.51 633 79.72
2.63 15 1.89 648 81.61
2.64 13 1.64 661 83.25
2.65 14 1.76 675 85.01
2.66 12 1.51 687 86.52
2.67 7 0.88 694 87.41
2.68 8 1.01 702 88.41
2.69 11 1.39 713 89.80
2.70 8 1.01 721 90.81
2.71 10 1.26 731 92.07
2.72 12 1.51 743 93.58
2.73 11 1.39 754 94.96
2.74 8 1.01 762 95.97
2.75 3 0.38 765 96.35
2.76 8 1.01 773 97.36
2.77 3 0.38 776 97.73
2.78 3 0.38 779 98.11
2.79 3 0.38 782 98.49
2.80 1 0.13 783 98.61
2.81 2 0.25 785 98.87

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX B3 (continued)

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 3
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================

2.82 2 0.25 787 99.12
2.83 2 0.25 789 99.37
2.85 1 0.13 790 99.50
2.87 1 0.13 791 99.62
2.92 1 0.13 792 99.75
3.13 1 0.13 793 99.87
3.25 1 0.13 794 100.00

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX B4

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 4
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================
2.68 1 0.89 1 0.89
2.71 2 1.79 3 2.68
2.72 2 1.79 5 4.46
2.73 2 1.79 7 6.25
2.74 4 3.57 11 9.82
2.75 1 0.89 12 10.71
2.76 1 0.89 13 11.61
2.77 3 2.68 16 14.29
2.78 4 3.57 20 17.86
2.79 7 6.25 27 24.11
2.80 6 5.36 33 29.46
2.81 5 4.46 38 33.93
2.82 4 3.57 42 37.50
2.83 7 6.25 49 43.75
2.84 6 5.36 55 49.11
2.85 9 8.04 64 57.14
2.86 3 2.68 67 59.82
2.87 2 1.79 69 61.61
2.88 4 3.57 73 65.18
2.89 6 5.36 79 70.54
2.90 7 6.25 86 76.79
2.91 3 2.68 89 79.46
2.92 3 2.68 92 82.14
2.93 1 0.89 93 83.04
2.94 4 3.57 97 86.61
2.95 3 2.68 100 89.29
2.96 3 2.68 103 91.96
2.97 2 1.79 105 93.75
2.98 2 1.79 107 95.54
3.00 1 0.89 108 96.43
3.03 2 1.79 110 98.21
3.04 1 0.89 111 99.11
3.07 1 0.89 112 100.00

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX B5

Frequency Distribution of Schools at Preliminary Level 5
on the Weighted Average Index

=============================================================================
Cumulative Cumulative

Weighted Av. Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

=============================================================================
2.86 1 4.17 1 4.17
2.96 2 8.33 3 12.50
2.97 2 8.33 5 20.83
2.99 2 8.33 7 29.17
3.02 1 4.17 8 33.33
3.04 2 8.33 10 41.67
3.06 2 8.33 12 50.00
3.07 2 8.33 14 58.33
3.08 2 8.33 16 66.67
3.10 1 4.17 17 70.83
3.11 3 12.50 20 83.33
3.16 1 4.17 21 87.50
3.17 1 4.17 22 91.67
3.23 1 4.17 23 95.83
3.25 1 4.17 24 100.00

=============================================================================
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APPENDIX C

Profiles of Schools with Overlapped Preliminary Performance Levels

Level 1: Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement

Level 2: Schools on Alert

Level 3: Schools Meeting Standards

Level 4: Schools Exceeding Standards

Level 5: Schools of Excellence.
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APPENDIX C1

Profiles of Overlapped Schools

Level 1/Level 2 Overlap

Schl. Rating = school rating, Ct. = count, Rev. Ct. = reverse count, Cum. Pct. = cumulative percent, Rev. Pct. = reverse cumulative percent, Econ. Dis.M Prof. = economically disadvantaged
math percent proficient 2005, Econ. Dis.L Prof. = economically disadvantaged literacy percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = limited English proficiency math percent proficient 2005,
Lim. Eng.L Prof. = limited English proficiency literacy percent proficient 2005, Spec. Ed.M Prof. = special education math percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = special education
literacy percent proficient 2005, AYP Status = adequate yearly progress, Acc. Stat. = accreditation status, Math Num. Tested = number of students tested in math, Lit. Num. Tested = number
of students tested in literacy, Comb %Bel. Basic = percent below basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Basic = percent basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Prof. =
percent proficient in combined math and literacy, Comb %Adv. = percent advanced in combined math and literacy, Comb %Prof. & Adv. = percent proficient or advanced in combined
math and literacy

Schl. Ct. Rev. Cum. Rev. Econ. Econ. Lim. Lim. Spec. Spec. AYP Status Acc. Math Lit Comb Comb Comb Comb Comb
Rating Ct. Pct. Pct. Dis. M Dis.L Eng.M Eng.L Ed.M Ed.L Stat. Num. Num. %Bel. % % % %Prof.

Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Tested Tested Basic Basic Prof. Adv. & Adv.

1.680 36 7 85.71 16.67 9.86 21.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.35 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 481 465 0.50 0.33 0.16 0.01 0.17
1.696 37 6 88.10 14.29 21.40 12.00 33.30 0.00 16.70 0.00 Meets Standards Prob 39 30 0.51 0.30 0.17 0.01 0.19
1.703 38 5 90.48 11.90 13.40 28.60 NA NA 7.27 0.00 ALERT Yes 330 213 0.52 0.29 0.17 0.02 0.20
1.721 39 4 92.86 9.52 16.20 18.10 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 111 111 0.50 0.32 0.15 0.04 0.18
1.726 40 3 95.24 7.14 20.20 23.60 NA NA 23.10 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Cited 93 93 0.50 0.29 0.19 0.02 0.21
1.727 41 2 97.62 4.76 19.00 9.52 NA NA 22.70 13.60 Meets Standards Cited 22 22 0.52 0.30 0.11 0.07 0.18
1.728 42 1 100.00 2.38 18.20 21.00 0.00 NA 0.00 0.00 ALERT Cited 221 220 0.51 0.30 0.16 0.04 0.20
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APPENDIX C2

Level 2/Level 3 Overlap

Schl. Rating = school rating, Ct. = count, Rev. Ct. = reverse count, Cum. Pct. = cumulative percent, Rev. Pct. = reverse cumulative percent, Econ. Dis.M Prof. = economically disadvantaged
math percent proficient 2005, Econ. Dis.L Prof. = economically disadvantaged literacy percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = limited English proficiency math percent proficient 2005,
Lim. Eng.L Prof. = limited English proficiency literacy percent proficient 2005, Spec. Ed.M Prof. = special education math percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = special education
literacy percent proficient 2005, AYP Status = adequate yearly progress, Acc. Stat. = accreditation status, Math Num. Tested = number of students tested in math, Lit. Num. Tested = number
of students tested in literacy, Comb %Bel. Basic = percent below basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Basic = percent basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Prof. =
percent proficient in combined math and literacy, Comb %Adv. = percent advanced in combined math and literacy, Comb %Prof. & Adv. = percent proficient or advanced in combined
math and literacy

Schl. Ct. Rev. Cum. Rev. Econ. Econ. Lim. Lim. Spec. Spec. AYP Status Acc. Math Lit Comb Comb Comb Comb Comb
Rating Ct. Pct. Pct. Dis. M Dis.L Eng.M Eng.L Ed.M Ed.L Stat. Num. Num. %Bel. % % % %Prof.

Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Tested Tested Basic Basic Prof. Adv. & Adv.

1.752 15 103 12.82 88.03 9.88 31.60 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 345 344 0.48 0.30 0.20 0.02 0.22
1.757 16 102 13.68 87.18 15.40 20.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 111 111 0.45 0.35 0.18 0.02 0.19
1.762 17 101 14.53 86.32 ALERT Yes 105 105 0.47 0.34 0.16 0.03 0.20
1.774 18 100 15.38 85.47 14.00 18.70 NA NA 1.39 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 345 345 0.49 0.30 0.17 0.05 0.21
1.775 19 99 16.24 84.62 17.50 21.90 16.70 16.70 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 153 153 0.43 0.37 0.18 0.01 0.20
1.785 20 98 17.09 83.76 21.40 11.50 NA 13.30 33.30 20.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 49 30 0.42 0.42 0.13 0.04 0.16
1.788 21 97 17.95 82.91 14.70 24.10 NA NA 5.56 5.56 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 151 142 0.45 0.33 0.18 0.03 0.21
1.793 22 96 18.80 82.05 13.30 20.20 NA 0.00 0.00 11.40 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 271 208 0.38 0.45 0.15 0.01 0.16
1.794 23 95 19.66 81.20 19.70 20.20 NA 10.70 4.55 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Prob 176 134 0.44 0.35 0.20 0.02 0.22
1.795 24 94 20.51 80.34 ALERT Yes 324 326 0.44 0.35 0.19 0.02 0.21
1.798 25 93 21.37 79.49 14.70 27.00 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Cited 203 203 0.43 0.36 0.19 0.02 0.21
1.799 26 92 22.22 78.63 23.00 22.50 NA NA 22.60 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 239 173 0.48 0.29 0.18 0.05 0.23
1.799 27 91 23.08 77.78 18.20 22.50 NA NA 13.30 13.30 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 329 329 0.43 0.36 0.17 0.03 0.20
1.802 28 90 23.93 76.92 17.40 19.50 NA 14.00 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Cited 233 146 0.44 0.33 0.21 0.02 0.23
1.808 29 89 24.79 76.07 20.50 14.70 NA 0.00 50.00 5.88 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 320 160 0.41 0.40 0.15 0.03 0.19
1.814 30 88 25.64 75.21 14.90 15.40 NA 24.00 30.30 16.70 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 384 196 0.40 0.41 0.16 0.03 0.19
1.816 31 87 26.50 74.36 20.40 22.80 0.00 100.00 2.56 5.13 ALERT Prob 239 239 0.43 0.34 0.21 0.02 0.23
1.818 32 86 27.35 73.50 25.00 20.20 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 88 88 0.44 0.34 0.20 0.03 0.23
1.819 33 85 28.21 72.65 14.30 20.10 100.00 NA 2.04 2.04 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Cited 216 215 0.43 0.34 0.20 0.03 0.23
1.823 34 84 29.06 71.79 17.90 21.40 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Yes 65 65 0.42 0.37 0.19 0.02 0.22
1.826 35 83 29.91 70.94 15.90 25.60 NA NA 5.80 4.55 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 622 441 0.48 0.26 0.22 0.04 0.26
1.827 36 82 30.77 70.09 21.30 22.70 NA NA 0.00 14.30 Meets Standards Yes 81 81 0.44 0.32 0.20 0.04 0.23
1.829 37 81 31.62 69.23 20.20 22.40 0.00 0.00 8.11 9.46 ALERT Cited 492 492 0.42 0.36 0.17 0.04 0.21
1.840 38 80 32.48 68.38 17.50 21.10 16.10 6.45 6.67 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 119 119 0.40 0.40 0.16 0.04 0.20
1.847 39 79 33.33 67.52 Cited 411 411 0.41 0.35 0.20 0.03 0.23
1.849 40 78 34.19 66.67 12.20 21.40 0.00 0.00 5.88 5.88 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 106 106 0.38 0.42 0.19 0.02 0.21
1.851 41 77 35.04 65.81 11.80 20.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 231 232 0.44 0.32 0.20 0.05 0.24
1.853 42 76 35.90 64.96 ALERT Prob 262 240 0.40 0.36 0.21 0.03 0.23
1.853 43 75 36.75 64.10 Cited 68 68 0.40 0.38 0.17 0.04 0.21
1.857 44 74 37.61 63.25 13.30 21.10 NA 16.70 0.00 20.00 Meets Standards Prob 38 25 0.40 0.38 0.19 0.03 0.22
1.861 45 73 38.46 62.39 16.50 14.90 NA 16.70 0.00 0.00 ALERT Prob 164 116 0.39 0.39 0.19 0.03 0.22
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1.861 46 72 39.32 61.54 Cited 54 54 0.47 0.26 0.20 0.06 0.27
1.862 47 71 40.17 60.68 22.50 25.00 0.00 0.00 3.57 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 105 105 0.39 0.38 0.21 0.02 0.23
1.863 48 70 41.03 59.83 14.50 36.10 0.00 0.00 3.75 5.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Cited 458 441 0.42 0.33 0.22 0.03 0.25
1.869 49 69 41.88 58.97 24.30 18.90 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 42 42 0.35 0.45 0.19 0.01 0.20
1.879 50 68 42.74 58.12 25.00 17.80 16.70 0.00 5.56 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 120 119 0.37 0.41 0.19 0.03 0.22
1.879 51 67 43.59 57.26 10.10 22.40 0.00 0.00 5.00 2.50 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 469 431 0.42 0.32 0.22 0.04 0.26
1.881 52 66 44.44 56.41 10.50 23.70 NA NA 9.09 9.09 Meets Standards Yes 67 67 0.41 0.32 0.25 0.02 0.27
1.891 53 65 45.30 55.56 16.90 29.90 11.80 43.80 0.00 2.27 ALERT Yes 526 477 0.44 0.28 0.22 0.06 0.28
1.896 54 64 46.15 54.70 25.20 19.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 140 139 0.38 0.38 0.20 0.04 0.24
1.897 55 63 47.01 53.85 18.40 21.90 5.56 11.10 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Prob 145 145 0.42 0.29 0.26 0.03 0.29
1.898 56 62 47.86 52.99 21.70 32.60 NA NA 32.90 9.09 Meets Standards Yes 341 267 0.44 0.28 0.21 0.07 0.27
1.900 57 61 48.72 52.14 Meets Standards Prob 40 40 0.36 0.38 0.26 0.00 0.26
1.901 58 60 49.57 51.28 17.20 25.40 NA NA 9.52 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 4 Yes 137 137 0.37 0.39 0.20 0.03 0.24
1.905 59 59 50.43 50.43 37.00 29.60 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 42 42 0.40 0.32 0.24 0.04 0.27
1.907 60 58 51.28 49.57 23.00 29.90 0.00 0.00 28.70 0.00 Meets Standards Cited 420 322 0.42 0.32 0.20 0.06 0.26
1.908 61 57 52.14 48.72 20.30 21.20 NA 20.50 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 80 39 0.34 0.45 0.17 0.04 0.21
1.909 62 56 52.99 47.86 18.50 30.00 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 269 269 0.39 0.34 0.22 0.04 0.26
1.911 63 55 53.85 47.01 16.00 31.20 0.00 11.80 3.85 5.19 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 615 580 0.40 0.33 0.24 0.03 0.27
1.913 64 54 54.70 46.15 14.20 22.50 NA NA 2.33 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 321 314 0.37 0.37 0.22 0.04 0.25
1.922 65 53 55.56 45.30 22.20 31.70 100.00 NA 0.00 3.33 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Cited 243 167 0.35 0.39 0.25 0.01 0.26
1.924 66 52 56.41 44.44 14.20 33.20 0.00 33.30 3.33 11.20 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 636 597 0.41 0.31 0.24 0.04 0.28
1.930 67 51 57.26 43.59 25.20 16.70 NA 12.80 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 170 128 0.39 0.32 0.26 0.03 0.29
1.930 68 50 58.12 42.74 22.80 24.80 33.30 16.70 5.26 0.00 Schl Imp MS Yes 128 128 0.39 0.34 0.21 0.05 0.27
1.936 69 49 58.97 41.88 16.30 20.00 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 118 118 0.38 0.35 0.23 0.04 0.27
1.937 70 48 59.83 41.03 20.00 35.30 NA NA 4.69 10.90 ALERT Yes 548 548 0.39 0.33 0.22 0.05 0.28
1.938 71 47 60.68 40.17 18.40 32.10 NA NA 2.56 5.13 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 201 201 0.37 0.38 0.21 0.04 0.26
1.939 72 46 61.54 39.32 21.20 30.70 0.00 0.00 2.74 4.11 Meets Standards Cited 453 453 0.38 0.36 0.20 0.06 0.26
1.946 73 45 62.39 38.46 19.30 28.90 50.00 33.30 4.55 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 129 129 0.34 0.41 0.22 0.03 0.25
1.951 74 44 63.25 37.61 19.50 28.70 NA NA 15.20 3.03 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 183 183 0.35 0.39 0.22 0.04 0.26
1.952 75 43 64.10 36.75 25.60 27.90 33.30 33.30 0.00 0.00 ALERT Yes 177 177 0.35 0.39 0.23 0.03 0.27
1.958 76 42 64.96 35.90 22.60 32.10 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 59 59 0.35 0.40 0.20 0.05 0.25
1.958 77 41 65.81 35.04 21.90 25.00 7.69 7.69 4.55 9.09 ALERT Yes 131 131 0.39 0.32 0.23 0.06 0.29
1.965 78 40 66.67 34.19 12.50 30.50 0.00 0.00 1.23 3.70 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 559 559 0.36 0.36 0.24 0.04 0.28
1.967 79 39 67.52 33.33 28.90 26.20 NA NA 7.89 2.63 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 332 332 0.36 0.37 0.23 0.05 0.28
1.967 80 38 68.38 32.48 29.40 25.00 28.20 15.40 6.67 10.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 151 151 0.38 0.33 0.22 0.06 0.28
1.969 81 37 69.23 31.62 16.70 22.20 NA NA 7.14 10.70 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 191 190 0.35 0.38 0.21 0.06 0.27
1.970 82 36 70.09 30.77 22.20 31.30 NA NA 16.70 5.56 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 135 135 0.40 0.30 0.24 0.06 0.30
1.970 83 35 70.94 29.91 21.20 18.80 24.50 0.00 3.92 22.70 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 521 256 0.34 0.40 0.21 0.05 0.26
1.971 84 34 71.79 29.06 Cited 85 85 0.36 0.34 0.26 0.04 0.30
1.971 85 33 72.65 28.21 12.50 9.38 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 70 70 0.34 0.40 0.22 0.04 0.26
1.972 86 32 73.50 27.35 17.40 20.10 0.00 0.00 4.81 6.82 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Prob 581 279 0.36 0.35 0.25 0.04 0.29
1.973 87 31 74.36 26.50 29.30 12.50 33.30 16.70 4.55 0.00 ALERT Yes 112 109 0.35 0.37 0.25 0.04 0.29
1.973 88 30 75.21 25.64 25.00 26.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 120 65 0.34 0.39 0.24 0.03 0.28
1.974 89 29 76.07 24.79 23.60 30.60 8.70 27.80 14.30 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 151 117 0.41 0.27 0.25 0.07 0.32
1.975 90 28 76.92 23.93 21.40 26.80 0.00 50.00 0.00 5.56 Meets Standards Yes 80 80 0.35 0.38 0.23 0.05 0.28
1.976 91 27 77.78 23.08 26.30 28.70 2.38 6.25 5.26 2.90 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 533 353 0.39 0.30 0.24 0.06 0.31
1.986 92 26 78.63 22.22 27.50 30.00 NA 26.40 3.85 3.85 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Prob 268 220 0.35 0.36 0.23 0.05 0.28
1.990 93 25 79.49 21.37 23.70 26.30 NA NA 0.00 0.00 ALERT Yes 50 50 0.36 0.33 0.27 0.04 0.31
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1.994 94 24 80.34 20.51 23.90 29.90 NA NA 30.00 30.00 Meets Standards Yes 80 80 0.37 0.30 0.30 0.03 0.33
2.004 95 23 81.20 19.66 27.60 23.00 NA 22.70 81.00 20.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Prob 196 89 0.34 0.40 0.18 0.08 0.26
2.004 96 22 82.05 18.80 28.60 35.70 NA NA 4.55 4.55 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 132 132 0.34 0.35 0.28 0.03 0.31
2.009 97 21 82.91 17.95 33.90 6.45 NA 6.06 42.90 0.00 ALERT Yes 78 33 0.33 0.40 0.20 0.07 0.27
2.017 98 20 83.76 17.09 18.60 33.30 NA 20.50 14.30 11.10 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 162 130 0.34 0.36 0.24 0.06 0.30
2.020 99 19 84.62 16.24 34.50 24.00 NA NA 8.82 2.94 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 304 304 0.37 0.34 0.20 0.10 0.29
2.021 100 18 85.47 15.38 24.60 27.70 40.90 38.10 3.45 3.45 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 211 210 0.33 0.37 0.25 0.05 0.30
2.024 101 17 86.32 14.53 25.00 23.20 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Cited 85 85 0.34 0.37 0.23 0.06 0.29
2.024 102 16 87.18 13.68 18.60 25.90 0.00 0.00 1.92 2.94 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 685 620 0.39 0.27 0.27 0.07 0.34
2.029 103 15 88.03 12.82 10.10 20.80 NA NA 6.25 4.26 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Prob 358 324 0.34 0.34 0.25 0.06 0.31
2.034 104 14 88.89 11.97 33.40 36.00 100.00 NA 41.20 7.69 Schl Imp MS Yes 484 317 0.41 0.25 0.24 0.10 0.34
2.039 105 13 89.74 11.11 21.10 27.90 NA NA 35.50 12.20 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 710 506 0.37 0.30 0.27 0.07 0.34
2.041 106 12 90.60 10.26 31.10 27.50 66.70 0.00 11.60 4.65 ALERT Yes 222 220 0.36 0.32 0.22 0.09 0.31
2.041 107 11 91.45 9.40 25.00 29.20 40.00 60.00 19.00 14.30 Schl Imp MS Yes 98 98 0.37 0.29 0.26 0.08 0.34
2.042 108 10 92.31 8.55 33.50 28.70 100.00 100.00 13.60 4.55 Yes 167 167 0.36 0.33 0.22 0.09 0.31
2.058 109 9 93.16 7.69 28.90 34.10 0.00 0.00 25.00 12.50 Schl Imp MS Prob 115 75 0.33 0.34 0.27 0.06 0.33
2.061 110 8 94.02 6.84 31.90 34.20 0.00 0.00 24.00 18.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 367 367 0.37 0.30 0.22 0.10 0.33
2.078 111 7 94.87 5.98 28.60 39.90 14.40 6.85 18.00 5.80 Schl Imp: Yr. 3 Yes 689 425 0.35 0.29 0.31 0.06 0.37
2.100 112 6 95.73 5.13 27.30 18.80 NA 37.50 26.70 35.00 Meets Standards Yes 30 20 0.38 0.32 0.12 0.18 0.30
2.110 113 5 96.58 4.27 27.00 37.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 94 69 0.34 0.28 0.31 0.07 0.38
2.113 114 4 97.44 3.42 13.00 35.90 42.90 75.00 5.68 6.82 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Yes 690 659 0.34 0.30 0.26 0.10 0.36
2.131 115 3 98.29 2.56 16.70 36.10 11.10 11.10 4.88 4.88 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Yes 360 360 0.33 0.30 0.27 0.10 0.37
2.148 116 2 99.15 1.71 13.90 29.80 NA NA 5.56 5.56 ALERT Yes 316 297 0.36 0.26 0.27 0.12 0.39
2.167 117 1 100.00 0.85 Meets Standards Yes 6 6 0.33 0.25 0.33 0.08 0.42
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APPENDIX C3

Level 3/CLevel 4 Overlap

Schl. Rating = school rating, Ct. = count, Rev. Ct. = reverse count, Cum. Pct. = cumulative percent, Rev. Pct. = reverse cumulative percent, Econ. Dis.M Prof. = economically disadvantaged
math percent proficient 2005, Econ. Dis.L Prof. = economically disadvantaged literacy percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = limited English proficiency math percent proficient 2005,
Lim. Eng.L Prof. = limited English proficiency literacy percent proficient 2005, Spec. Ed.M Prof. = special education math percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = special education
literacy percent proficient 2005, AYP Status = adequate yearly progress, Acc. Stat. = accreditation status, Math Num. Tested = number of students tested in math, Lit. Num. Tested = number
of students tested in literacy, Comb %Bel. Basic = percent below basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Basic = percent basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Prof. =
percent proficient in combined math and literacy, Comb %Adv. = percent advanced in combined math and literacy, Comb %Prof. & Adv. = percent proficient or advanced in combined
math and literacy

Schl. Ct. Rev. Cum. Rev. Econ. Econ. Lim. Lim. Spec. Spec. AYP Status Acc. Math Lit Comb Comb Comb Comb Comb
Rating Ct. Pct. Pct. Dis. M Dis.L Eng.M Eng.L Ed.M Ed.L Stat. Num. Num. %Bel. % % % %Prof.

Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Tested Tested Basic Basic Prof. Adv. & Adv.

2.676 697 99 87.67 12.46 35.80 32.10 NA NA 29.60 33.30 Schl Imp: Yr. 1 Prob 276 276 0.12 0.28 0.40 0.20 0.60
2.676 698 98 87.80 12.33 52.30 56.80 NA NA 7.69 7.69 Meets Standards Yes 88 88 0.12 0.26 0.45 0.17 0.63
2.677 699 97 87.92 12.21 63.40 28.60 66.70 NA 80.60 15.80 Schl Imp MS Cited 152 133 0.09 0.29 0.45 0.16 0.61
2.679 700 96 88.05 12.08 54.10 43.20 NA NA 57.10 14.30 Meets Standards Yes 67 67 0.10 0.28 0.44 0.17 0.61
2.680 701 95 88.18 11.95 50.00 52.80 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 139 139 0.12 0.29 0.39 0.20 0.59
2.682 702 94 88.30 11.83 46.30 40.50 NA NA 16.00 24.00 ALERT Cited 266 266 0.13 0.28 0.38 0.22 0.59
2.685 703 93 88.43 11.70 38.50 56.60 20.00 20.00 10.70 17.90 Meets Standards Yes 452 452 0.12 0.25 0.45 0.18 0.63
2.686 704 92 88.55 11.58 49.60 54.20 22.20 33.30 13.00 13.00 Meets Standards Yes 396 366 0.14 0.24 0.42 0.20 0.62
2.687 705 91 88.68 11.45 48.80 64.20 NA NA 13.00 11.50 Meets Standards Yes 503 464 0.15 0.21 0.45 0.19 0.64
2.688 706 90 88.81 11.32 61.90 61.90 NA NA 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 32 32 0.13 0.25 0.44 0.19 0.63
2.691 707 89 88.93 11.20 67.20 44.80 50.00 0.00 72.70 23.10 Meets Standards Yes 130 64 0.10 0.26 0.49 0.15 0.64
2.691 708 88 89.06 11.07 51.10 53.20 100.00 100.00 14.50 8.06 Meets Standards Yes 547 547 0.11 0.27 0.43 0.19 0.62
2.693 709 87 89.18 10.95 46.90 47.90 28.60 0.00 15.80 10.50 Meets Standards Yes 326 325 0.14 0.22 0.44 0.20 0.64
2.693 710 86 89.31 10.82 56.40 47.30 NA NA 23.80 28.60 Meets Standards Yes 153 153 0.10 0.29 0.43 0.18 0.61
2.693 711 85 89.43 10.70 51.50 64.70 NA NA 47.10 29.40 Meets Standards Yes 145 145 0.12 0.24 0.48 0.17 0.64
2.694 712 84 89.56 10.57 52.90 48.10 NA 64.00 34.80 20.00 Meets Standards Yes 142 106 0.14 0.23 0.42 0.21 0.63
2.694 713 83 89.69 10.44 53.80 58.50 NA NA 27.80 16.70 Meets Standards Yes 103 103 0.13 0.25 0.42 0.20 0.62
2.695 714 82 89.81 10.32 56.80 44.00 NA 56.90 66.70 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 103 51 0.09 0.27 0.49 0.15 0.64
2.698 715 81 89.94 10.19 Yes 273 273 0.13 0.27 0.38 0.22 0.60
2.698 716 80 90.06 10.07 64.10 45.50 NA 58.00 36.80 9.52 Meets Standards Prob 272 119 0.09 0.26 0.51 0.14 0.65
2.699 717 79 90.19 9.94 63.40 26.30 100.00 0.00 88.90 15.80 Schl Imp: Yr. 2 Cited 251 158 0.07 0.31 0.48 0.14 0.62
2.699 718 78 90.31 9.82 53.50 46.50 NA NA 17.40 8.70 Meets Standards Yes 163 163 0.12 0.26 0.41 0.21 0.62
2.699 719 77 90.44 9.69 55.30 64.00 NA 40.90 10.00 0.00 Meets Standards Prob 116 77 0.13 0.27 0.37 0.23 0.60
2.700 720 76 90.57 9.56 64.90 54.10 NA NA 16.70 16.70 Meets Standards Yes 45 45 0.13 0.27 0.37 0.23 0.60
2.702 721 75 90.69 9.44 42.90 53.40 33.30 55.60 22.20 9.72 Meets Standards Cited 508 501 0.11 0.28 0.41 0.20 0.61
2.705 722 74 90.82 9.31 57.60 51.80 62.50 48.80 16.70 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 190 186 0.10 0.27 0.44 0.19 0.62
2.705 723 73 90.94 9.19 60.30 40.00 100.00 NA 76.00 21.40 Meets Standards Yes 348 168 0.08 0.28 0.49 0.15 0.64
2.706 724 72 91.07 9.06 73.70 35.20 100.00 NA 66.70 4.55 ALERT Yes 305 185 0.08 0.28 0.49 0.14 0.64
2.706 725 71 91.19 8.94 51.60 46.20 NA NA 33.30 25.00 Meets Standards Yes 201 201 0.09 0.31 0.42 0.19 0.60
2.707 726 70 91.32 8.81 ALERT Yes 641 641 0.11 0.26 0.44 0.19 0.63
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2.710 727 69 91.45 8.68 55.60 45.70 45.20 43.90 17.60 8.82 Meets Standards Yes 382 381 0.10 0.30 0.41 0.20 0.61
2.711 728 68 91.57 8.56 58.80 45.60 50.00 25.00 33.30 13.30 Meets Standards Yes 95 95 0.15 0.25 0.33 0.27 0.59
2.712 729 67 91.70 8.43 55.10 59.20 50.00 50.00 20.00 26.70 Meets Standards Cited 99 99 0.09 0.28 0.46 0.17 0.63
2.713 730 66 91.82 8.31 37.50 57.10 0.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 ALERT Yes 120 120 0.11 0.30 0.36 0.23 0.59
2.713 731 65 91.95 8.18 46.90 58.10 33.30 50.00 13.00 22.80 ALERT Cited 896 564 0.13 0.22 0.45 0.20 0.65
2.717 732 64 92.08 8.05 46.80 45.20 75.00 25.00 28.80 19.20 Meets Standards Yes 423 423 0.14 0.24 0.38 0.24 0.62
2.718 733 63 92.20 7.93 Yes 225 225 0.16 0.23 0.35 0.26 0.61
2.718 734 62 92.33 7.80 63.60 36.00 NA 55.10 84.60 14.30 Meets Standards Yes 172 69 0.07 0.32 0.42 0.18 0.61
2.718 735 61 92.45 7.68 36.50 34.90 NA NA 30.40 26.10 Meets Standards Yes 142 142 0.14 0.25 0.36 0.25 0.61
2.719 736 60 92.58 7.55 40.00 40.00 12.50 0.00 30.40 21.70 Meets Standards Yes 240 240 0.12 0.27 0.40 0.22 0.62
2.719 737 59 92.70 7.43 44.90 57.70 NA NA 27.80 16.70 ALERT Cited 137 137 0.14 0.24 0.36 0.25 0.61
2.720 738 58 92.83 7.30 52.80 53.80 46.20 66.70 50.00 6.25 Meets Standards Yes 138 137 0.10 0.26 0.45 0.19 0.64
2.721 739 57 92.96 7.17 60.00 54.50 NA NA 25.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 163 163 0.11 0.27 0.40 0.21 0.62
2.722 740 56 93.08 7.05 38.70 51.60 NA NA 12.50 12.50 Meets Standards Yes 117 117 0.11 0.27 0.42 0.21 0.62
2.722 741 55 93.21 6.92 66.90 33.80 80.00 0.00 69.20 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 553 283 0.04 0.32 0.50 0.13 0.64
2.723 742 54 93.33 6.80 Meets Standards Yes 253 253 0.10 0.27 0.43 0.20 0.63
2.724 743 53 93.46 6.67 55.60 50.70 NA NA 34.10 14.60 ALERT Yes 230 230 0.13 0.25 0.39 0.23 0.62
2.725 744 52 93.58 6.55 ALERT Yes 168 130 0.15 0.22 0.37 0.26 0.62
2.727 745 51 93.71 6.42 47.80 30.40 0.00 0.00 30.30 12.10 Meets Standards Yes 187 187 0.12 0.25 0.40 0.23 0.62
2.729 746 50 93.84 6.29 54.40 52.60 80.00 0.00 35.70 21.40 Meets Standards Yes 128 127 0.11 0.26 0.43 0.20 0.63
2.731 747 49 93.96 6.17 59.70 33.30 50.00 0.00 68.40 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 186 85 0.10 0.28 0.40 0.21 0.62
2.731 748 48 94.09 6.04 50.50 37.90 0.00 0.00 46.90 41.40 Meets Standards Yes 737 382 0.07 0.30 0.48 0.16 0.64
2.732 749 47 94.21 5.92 59.60 51.90 100.00 0.00 23.10 15.40 Meets Standards Cited 69 69 0.09 0.31 0.36 0.23 0.59
2.732 750 46 94.34 5.79 52.70 40.00 20.00 20.00 39.30 35.70 Meets Standards Yes 194 194 0.10 0.29 0.40 0.22 0.61
2.732 751 45 94.47 5.66 62.60 48.60 0.00 0.00 25.00 12.50 Meets Standards Yes 183 183 0.13 0.23 0.41 0.23 0.64
2.733 752 44 94.59 5.54 61.50 75.00 NA 60.70 33.30 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 100 61 0.09 0.25 0.48 0.17 0.65
2.734 753 43 94.72 5.41 53.00 62.40 NA NA 25.00 30.00 Meets Standards Yes 184 184 0.09 0.28 0.44 0.19 0.63
2.734 754 42 94.84 5.29 50.40 46.60 41.70 37.70 15.80 21.10 Meets Standards Yes 197 194 0.11 0.25 0.44 0.20 0.64
2.735 755 41 94.97 5.16 61.10 35.00 52.00 28.60 47.60 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 407 204 0.09 0.26 0.47 0.18 0.65
2.735 756 40 95.09 5.04 53.20 56.30 20.00 40.00 21.70 4.35 Meets Standards Cited 172 172 0.11 0.26 0.40 0.23 0.62
2.736 757 39 95.22 4.91 52.50 48.80 50.00 0.00 29.60 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 121 121 0.13 0.26 0.37 0.25 0.62
2.741 758 38 95.35 4.78 62.10 55.20 NA NA 71.40 14.30 Meets Standards Cited 54 54 0.05 0.31 0.51 0.14 0.65
2.742 759 37 95.47 4.66 59.40 57.80 100.00 NA 12.50 14.30 Meets Standards Cited 88 63 0.13 0.23 0.42 0.23 0.64
2.742 760 36 95.60 4.53 50.80 44.30 NA NA 34.80 21.70 Meets Standards Yes 161 161 0.13 0.25 0.37 0.25 0.62
2.743 761 35 95.72 4.41 63.00 29.00 100.00 NA 66.00 12.50 ALERT Prob 426 180 0.09 0.29 0.41 0.21 0.62
2.744 762 34 95.85 4.28 60.00 50.70 100.00 100.00 46.20 38.50 Meets Standards Yes 168 168 0.10 0.29 0.39 0.23 0.62
2.750 763 33 95.98 4.15 48.30 48.30 48.10 44.20 40.00 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 212 212 0.13 0.23 0.41 0.23 0.64
2.750 764 32 96.11 4.02 51.90 48.10 58.30 58.30 30.80 23.10 Meets Standards Yes 126 126 0.12 0.25 0.40 0.23 0.63
2.750 765 31 96.23 3.90 43.30 58.30 NA NA 0.00 11.10 Meets Standards Yes 106 106 0.11 0.25 0.42 0.22 0.64
2.757 766 30 96.35 3.78 61.00 54.20 NA 55.20 63.60 8.33 Meets Standards Yes 114 67 0.09 0.29 0.40 0.22 0.62
2.758 767 29 96.48 3.65 47.90 64.50 100.00 NA 0.00 3.03 Meets Standards Yes 373 372 0.09 0.26 0.43 0.21 0.64
2.759 768 28 96.60 3.53 50.00 38.00 65.70 43.80 29.40 29.40 Meets Standards Cited 126 123 0.11 0.28 0.36 0.25 0.61
2.759 769 27 96.73 3.40 54.50 46.50 NA NA 30.00 15.00 ALERT Yes 193 193 0.12 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.63
2.760 770 26 96.86 3.27 60.70 52.80 NA NA 29.20 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 152 152 0.11 0.25 0.41 0.23 0.64
2.761 771 25 96.98 3.15 56.10 55.70 52.60 20.00 9.09 4.76 Meets Standards Cited 353 349 0.07 0.30 0.42 0.21 0.63
2.762 772 24 97.11 3.02 49.00 54.90 50.00 50.00 36.70 23.30 ALERT Yes 296 296 0.10 0.27 0.42 0.22 0.64
2.763 773 23 97.23 2.90 59.20 52.90 0.00 NA 31.60 15.80 Meets Standards Yes 199 198 0.08 0.29 0.41 0.22 0.63
2.767 774 22 97.36 2.77 Yes 125 124 0.12 0.27 0.35 0.27 0.61



61

2.768 775 21 97.48 2.65 56.50 54.30 NA NA 33.30 25.00 Meets Standards Yes 142 142 0.10 0.28 0.37 0.25 0.62
2.773 776 20 97.61 2.52 57.70 52.90 100.00 0.00 53.30 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 194 194 0.09 0.30 0.38 0.24 0.62
2.776 777 19 97.74 2.39 55.90 56.80 40.00 80.00 23.30 16.70 Meets Standards Yes 223 223 0.09 0.26 0.42 0.22 0.65
2.776 778 18 97.86 2.27 51.80 58.30 50.00 0.00 17.90 13.10 Meets Standards Cited 595 595 0.09 0.26 0.43 0.22 0.65
2.781 779 17 97.99 2.14 67.90 34.10 25.00 0.00 42.90 10.00 ALERT Yes 238 154 0.06 0.31 0.42 0.21 0.63
2.787 780 16 98.11 2.02 Yes 260 260 0.10 0.27 0.38 0.25 0.63
2.793 781 15 98.24 1.89 65.50 49.40 NA NA 20.80 16.70 Meets Standards Cited 150 150 0.09 0.28 0.37 0.26 0.63
2.794 782 14 98.36 1.77 61.90 54.70 67.00 58.70 51.30 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 265 263 0.11 0.25 0.37 0.27 0.64
2.797 783 13 98.49 1.64 85.70 62.50 NA 56.00 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 152 50 0.08 0.23 0.50 0.19 0.69
2.808 784 12 98.62 1.51 73.70 33.30 100.00 NA 50.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 124 58 0.10 0.23 0.43 0.24 0.67
2.809 785 11 98.74 1.39 62.00 51.90 NA NA 31.60 18.40 Meets Standards Yes 264 264 0.08 0.28 0.40 0.24 0.64
2.820 786 10 98.87 1.26 44.60 50.80 50.00 100.00 12.00 16.00 Meets Standards Yes 161 161 0.10 0.26 0.37 0.28 0.64
2.821 787 9 98.99 1.14 57.10 56.50 40.00 0.00 29.40 23.50 Meets Standards Yes 143 142 0.08 0.27 0.40 0.25 0.65
2.832 788 8 99.12 1.01 37.00 39.10 NA NA 23.80 14.30 Meets Standards Cited 238 238 0.12 0.23 0.34 0.31 0.65
2.832 789 7 99.25 0.88 79.30 30.00 NA 41.50 40.00 12.50 Meets Standards Yes 257 118 0.08 0.23 0.48 0.21 0.70
2.848 790 6 99.37 0.76 67.70 54.50 0.00 NA 33.30 25.00 Meets Standards Prob 211 86 0.07 0.23 0.47 0.22 0.70
2.868 791 5 99.50 0.63 56.90 47.10 0.00 0.00 16.70 8.33 Meets Standards Yes 110 110 0.11 0.25 0.30 0.34 0.64
2.917 792 4 99.62 0.51 Meets Standards Yes 27 9 0.00 0.28 0.53 0.19 0.72
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APPENDIX C4

Level 4/Level 5 Overlap

Schl. Rating = school rating, Ct. = count, Rev. Ct. = reverse count, Cum. Pct. = cumulative percent, Rev. Pct. = reverse cumulative percent, Econ. Dis.M Prof. = economically disadvantaged
math percent proficient 2005, Econ. Dis.L Prof. = economically disadvantaged literacy percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = limited English proficiency math percent proficient 2005,
Lim. Eng.L Prof. = limited English proficiency literacy percent proficient 2005, Spec. Ed.M Prof. = special education math percent proficient 2005, Lim. Eng.M Prof. = special education
literacy percent proficient 2005, AYP Status = adequate yearly progress, Acc. Stat. = accreditation status, Math Num. Tested = number of students tested in math, Lit. Num. Tested = number
of students tested in literacy, Comb %Bel. Basic = percent below basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Basic = percent basic in combined math and literacy, Comb % Prof. =
percent proficient in combined math and literacy, Comb %Adv. = percent advanced in combined math and literacy, Comb %Prof. & Adv. = percent proficient or advanced in combined
math and literacy

Schl. Ct. Rev. Cum. Rev. Econ. Econ. Lim. Lim. Spec. Spec. AYP Status Acc. Math Lit Comb Comb Comb Comb Comb
Rating Ct. Pct. Pct. Dis. M Dis.L Eng.M Eng.L Ed.M Ed.L Stat. Num. Num. %Bel. % % % %Prof.

Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Prof. Tested Tested Basic Basic Prof. Adv. & Adv.

2.858 65 48 58.04 42.86 38.10 63.40 45.50 42.90 25.00 20.80 Meets Standards Yes 393 295 0.14 0.17 0.38 0.31 0.69
2.864 66 47 58.93 41.96 45.30 62.30 100.00 83.30 17.60 17.60 Meets Standards Yes 261 261 0.09 0.22 0.41 0.28 0.68
2.864 67 46 59.82 41.07 65.30 65.20 NA 71.10 41.30 30.80 Meets Standards Yes 339 280 0.08 0.19 0.50 0.22 0.72
2.867 68 45 60.71 40.18 48.50 65.20 60.00 40.00 50.00 31.30 Meets Standards Yes 245 245 0.05 0.26 0.46 0.23 0.69
2.874 69 44 61.61 39.29 58.70 54.20 0.00 0.00 31.90 27.70 Meets Standards Yes 445 444 0.09 0.21 0.44 0.26 0.70
2.875 70 43 62.50 38.39 51.10 42.60 NA NA 37.50 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 208 208 0.08 0.23 0.42 0.27 0.69
2.882 71 42 63.39 37.50 128 127 0.09 0.17 0.52 0.22 0.75
2.884 72 41 64.29 36.61 59.30 55.90 NA NA 38.50 23.10 Meets Standards Yes 134 134 0.08 0.21 0.44 0.26 0.71
2.884 73 40 65.18 35.71 50.00 43.70 40.00 29.50 69.60 34.80 Meets Standards Yes 186 186 0.07 0.23 0.45 0.25 0.70
2.886 74 39 66.07 34.82 55.40 47.70 0.00 0.00 22.90 8.57 Meets Standards Yes 263 263 0.09 0.21 0.42 0.28 0.70
2.887 75 38 66.96 33.93 69.50 67.10 NA NA 15.40 7.69 Meets Standards Yes 111 111 0.10 0.23 0.33 0.33 0.66
2.889 76 37 67.86 33.04 56.30 48.90 50.00 30.80 30.00 10.00 Meets Standards Yes 96 94 0.11 0.20 0.38 0.31 0.69
2.891 77 36 68.75 32.14 77.50 24.00 0.00 NA 52.90 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 321 228 0.03 0.24 0.54 0.19 0.73
2.892 78 35 69.64 31.25 72.30 73.80 66.70 33.30 0.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 65 65 0.08 0.18 0.48 0.25 0.73
2.893 79 34 70.54 30.36 51.30 60.00 57.10 76.20 56.70 43.30 Meets Standards Yes 318 318 0.07 0.22 0.44 0.26 0.70
2.895 80 33 71.43 29.46 61.50 61.50 NA NA 31.60 5.26 Meets Standards Yes 153 153 0.07 0.23 0.43 0.27 0.70
2.896 81 32 72.32 28.57 62.00 62.00 50.00 0.00 50.00 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 173 173 0.07 0.23 0.45 0.26 0.71
2.897 82 31 73.21 27.68 54.30 55.70 NA NA 20.00 5.00 Meets Standards Yes 214 214 0.07 0.22 0.45 0.26 0.71
2.897 83 30 74.11 26.79 61.90 72.60 40.00 0.00 14.80 4.00 Meets Standards Cited 345 239 0.08 0.18 0.50 0.24 0.74
2.904 84 29 75.00 25.89 57.60 54.50 NA NA 20.00 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 47 47 0.12 0.22 0.30 0.36 0.66
2.904 85 28 75.89 25.00 63.50 76.90 NA NA 42.90 38.10 Meets Standards Cited 141 141 0.07 0.20 0.49 0.24 0.73
2.904 86 27 76.79 24.11 63.50 62.50 NA NA 39.00 22.00 Meets Standards Cited 350 350 0.05 0.26 0.44 0.25 0.70
2.905 87 26 77.68 23.21 71.40 58.80 NA 66.10 41.70 0.00 Meets Standards Yes 123 56 0.06 0.19 0.53 0.22 0.75
2.907 88 25 78.57 22.32 79.30 54.50 NA NA 52.90 17.60 Meets Standards Yes 204 204 0.07 0.22 0.44 0.27 0.71
2.907 89 24 79.46 21.43 57.80 63.60 59.70 63.00 70.60 64.70 Meets Standards Yes 217 213 0.09 0.21 0.40 0.30 0.70
2.916 90 23 80.36 20.54 Cited 83 83 0.05 0.23 0.45 0.26 0.71
2.921 91 22 81.25 19.64 37.70 55.30 16.70 40.00 28.60 28.60 Meets Standards Yes 293 292 0.08 0.22 0.42 0.29 0.71
2.924 92 21 82.14 18.75 66.30 61.20 100.00 0.00 30.80 38.50 Meets Standards Yes 184 184 0.08 0.20 0.44 0.28 0.72
2.926 93 20 83.04 17.86 16.70 16.70 66.70 0.00 35.50 22.60 Meets Standards Yes 251 250 0.10 0.17 0.44 0.29 0.73
2.936 94 19 83.93 16.96 74.00 21.10 0.00 0.00 74.30 0.00 ALERT Yes 452 225 0.06 0.23 0.43 0.28 0.71
2.940 95 18 84.82 16.07 60.00 53.80 48.60 45.50 66.70 20.80 Meets Standards Yes 210 208 0.06 0.22 0.46 0.27 0.73
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2.943 96 17 85.71 15.18 47.20 50.90 NA NA 14.30 14.30 Meets Standards Yes 141 141 0.07 0.22 0.39 0.31 0.71
2.944 97 16 86.61 14.29 55.60 55.60 50.00 66.70 38.10 28.60 Meets Standards Yes 215 215 0.06 0.22 0.46 0.27 0.73
2.948 98 15 87.50 13.39 61.60 60.50 61.10 66.00 36.40 27.30 Meets Standards Yes 329 328 0.07 0.20 0.44 0.29 0.73
2.950 99 14 88.39 12.50 52.70 51.30 0.00 20.00 32.30 12.70 Meets Standards Yes 937 636 0.10 0.16 0.44 0.30 0.75
2.951 100 13 89.29 11.61 50.00 38.20 NA NA 46.40 28.60 Meets Standards Yes 172 172 0.07 0.22 0.40 0.31 0.71
2.960 101 12 90.18 10.71 79.80 66.00 77.30 72.70 52.60 21.10 Meets Standards Yes 136 136 0.06 0.21 0.43 0.29 0.73
2.961 102 11 91.07 9.82 47.40 49.00 71.40 66.70 19.40 19.20 Meets Standards Yes 387 203 0.12 0.15 0.37 0.36 0.73
2.964 103 10 91.96 8.93 64.10 51.30 100.00 0.00 50.00 12.50 Meets Standards Yes 70 70 0.07 0.21 0.39 0.32 0.71
2.965 104 9 92.86 8.04 Yes 486 289 0.12 0.14 0.39 0.35 0.74
2.966 105 8 93.75 7.14 48.60 48.60 NA NA 25.00 18.80 Meets Standards Yes 204 204 0.07 0.19 0.43 0.30 0.74
2.979 106 7 94.64 6.25 70.00 50.00 75.00 75.00 18.20 4.55 Meets Standards Yes 236 236 0.06 0.20 0.45 0.29 0.74
2.983 107 6 95.54 5.36 46.30 46.30 33.30 33.30 12.50 18.80 Meets Standards Yes 147 147 0.07 0.22 0.36 0.35 0.71
3.000 108 5 96.43 4.46 72.40 62.10 NA NA 32.00 16.00 Meets Standards Yes 258 258 0.09 0.17 0.40 0.34 0.74
3.027 109 4 97.32 3.57 68.80 54.70 0.00 0.00 70.40 33.30 Meets Standards Yes 202 202 0.06 0.20 0.41 0.34 0.75
3.028 110 3 98.21 2.68 55.30 57.90 17.60 20.00 58.00 52.00 Meets Standards Yes 218 216 0.08 0.19 0.35 0.38 0.73
3.038 111 2 99.11 1.79 71.60 66.70 75.70 72.70 47.10 11.80 Meets Standards Yes 225 221 0.06 0.20 0.38 0.36 0.74
3.071 112 1 100.00 0.89 69.00 58.60 0.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 Meets Standards Yes 42 42 0.05 0.21 0.36 0.38 0.74
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APPENDIX D

Rules and Regulations regarding
School Performance Rating System

Source: http://arkansased.org/rules/pdf/current/ade_247_actaap06_current.pdf
Retrieved March 21, 2007

=====================================================================
9.13 School Performance Rating System

9.13.1 The Department of Education will establish a working task force during the 2004-2005
school year to assist in the development of the rating system. The task force shall include
educators, parents, and business/community stakeholders. In order to keep the rating system
reliable and valid, a Technical Advisory Committee composed of nationally recognized
accountability experts, statisticians, and psychometricians shall be selected by the Commissioner
of Education and shall advise the Department in all technical aspects of the accountability
system. The rating system shall include the establishment of a performance level and an
improvement level. The improvement level shall be assigned in the 2007-2008 school year and
the performance level shall be assigned no later than the 2009-2010 school year. The ADE will
implement a pilot system of performance levels required by A.C.A. § 6-15-1903, at least one (1)
year prior to the year of implementation required by law. The performance level designations
may be applied to any school district requesting to be classified by such performance
designations as allowed by A.C.A. § 6-15-1903 (b) (1).

9.14 Performance Category Levels

9.14. 1 The Department of Education shall prepare an annual report, which shall describe the
school rating system. The annual report shall designate two (2) category levels for each school.
The first category, annual performance, is based on the performance from the prior year on the
criterion-referenced test and end–of–course exams. The second category, growth, shall be based
on the schools’ improvement gains tracked longitudinally and using value-added calculations on
the criterion-referenced assessment

9.14.2 The initial annual report shall identify schools as being in one (1) of the following annual
performance category levels, based on the criterion-referenced Benchmark exams, as defined in
6-15-404(g) (1), and defined according to rules of the State Board of Education:

(1) “Level 5”, schools of excellence;
(2) “Level 4”, schools exceeding the standards;
(3) “Level 3”, schools meeting the standards;
(4) “Level 2”, schools on alert; or
(5) “Level 1”, schools in need of immediate improvement.
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9.15 For the years 2004-2005 through 2008-2009, school will not be assigned annual school
performance category levels, unless an annual performance category levels is requested by the
school.

9.16 Annual School Performance Rating: Weighted Average Approach

9.16.1 Since the ACTAAP testing program in Arkansas was designed as a criterion-referenced
assessment system with performance standards, the standards for student performance can be
used to develop a rating index of school performance.

9.16.2 Numerical values to be used as weighting factors can be assigned to each students’
performance category

(Advanced = 4; Proficient = 3; Basic = 2; Below Basic = 1)

9.16.3 With these weights assigned to the performance levels, a performance index for the school
can be computed by multiplying the weights of the performance levels times the number of
students scoring in the performance category.

9.16.4 The sum of the weighted student performance for each subject and grade in the school is
divided by the total number of students testing the subjects and grades. The resulting average for
the school is an index of performance that will range between 1.0 and 4.0.

9.17 Achievement Rating Weighted Average Approach

9.17.1 Assigned the following points:

4 points per student scoring in the advanced category,
3 points per student scoring in the proficient category;
2 points per student scoring in the basic category,
1 point per student scoring in the below basic category.
Points = Number of student scoring in category X points assigned to categories

9.17.2 Example
Number

of
Students

Scoring
Category

Points Assigned
to Categories

Total

10 Advanced 4 40
30 Proficient 3 90
40 Basic 2 80
20 Below

Basic
1 20

Total points for the school for all categories 230

9.18 Achievement Rating: Weighted Average Approach Calculation
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9.18.1 To calculate the rating score for each school, divide the total point for the school by the
number of students in the school.

Points Received Number of Students Rating
230 100 2.3

9.18.2 At the direction of the state board, a panel of stakeholders was convened to review the
statewide performance of schools and conduct the standard setting process. In the school
standard setting process, stakeholders representing administrators, teachers, business, parents,
and school board members served as panelists to decide on the quality level represented by
various points within the distribution of school index scores. The state board reviewed and
adopted the following standards recommended by the stakeholder’s advisory panels for the
annual performance rating.

Standard Setting Recommendations
Stakeholder Advisory Panels

Cut Scores Cut
1/2

Cut
2/3

Cut
3/4

Cut
4/5

Administrators 1.7 2.19 2.76 3.02
Teachers 1.6 2.25 3.0 3.5
Business 1.735 2.145 2.7 3.365
Parents 1.75 2.2 2.65 3.0

School Board 1.81 2.30 2.87 3.30
Median 1.735 2.2 2.755 3.300

Average 1.719 2.21 2.79 3.23

9.18.3 After the rating score has been calculated for each school, schools may calculate their
annual performance level by locating the established performance standard (cut score) for
placing each school in one of five performance categories.

9.18.4 In the example below, if the rating score of the school is between 3.5 and 4.0, it will be in
the “schools of excellence” performance category level.

Expert Panel
Cut Scores

Performance
Categories

3.23 – 4.0 Schools of excellence
2.79 – 3.22 Schools exceeding the standards
2.21 – 2.78 Schools meeting standards
1.719 – 2.20 Schools approaching the standards

(alert)
1.0 – 1.718 Schools in need of immediate

improvement
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9.18.5 The second category, growth, available in 2007-2008, shall be based on the schools’
improvement gains tracked longitudinally and using value-added calculations on the criterion-
referenced assessment. The working taskforce shall continue to assist in the rating system during
the establishment of the second category.

9.19 School Choice

9.19.1 For all schools that have received an annual performance category levels of Level 1 for
two (2) consecutive years, the students in these schools shall be offered the opportunity public
school choice option with transportation provided pursuant to A.C.A. § 6-18-227 et seq.

9.20 Supplemental Educational Services

9.20.1 In addition, the school district board shall provide supplemental educational services,
approved by the State Board, to affected students.

9.21 Recognition Awards

9.21.1 Schools that receive an annual performance category level of Level 5 or Level 4 are
eligible for school recognition awards and performance-based funding pursuant to A.C.A.
§ 6-15-1907.


